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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE ATTENTION of every conveyancer should be given to the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (51 Vict. c. 8), 8. 21 (2), 
which provides that legacy duty shall no longer be payable in 
respect of legacies charged on land or payable out of the pro- 
ceeds of sale or mortgage of real estate, and that succession 
duty, including the additional duty payable under that sec- 
tion, shall be payable in respect of such legacies. We 
cannot help thinking that the additional expense imposed 
on the public by this provision is. entirely out of propor- 
tion to the benefit to the State. We feel certain that if the 
Government had consulted any person conversant with the forms 
of wills usually adopted by poor testators they would not have 
adopted such a mischievous provision. The most usual form of the 
will of a man who is not rich is to give all his property, real and 
personal, to trustees in trust for conversion, with a direction to pay 
debts, funeral expenses, and legacies out of the proceeds, and to 
hold the net residue on trusts for his wife and children and other 
beneficiaries. Hitherto the duty on the legacies was legacy duty, 
and the amount of duty did not depend on the source from which 
the legacy was to be paid. This, according to the view taken by 
the authorities of the Inland Revenue Office, which appears to be 
correct, is now altered. Whenever legacies are given by a will of 
this nature, it will be necessary to have a valuation made of the 
realty so as to be able to apportion the legacy between the realty 
and the personalty ; that part of the legacy which is apportioned 
in respect of personalty will pay legacy duty as before; that 
part which is apportioned in respect of the realty will have to 
pay succession duty. It is hardly possible to conceive a 
scheme more carefully contrived to cause expense than this. 
It often happens that in a will providing for a wife and 
children there is a small legacy to an old servant. For- 
merly there was no trouble or expense in paying the duty: the 
executor took a receipt on the proper stamp and the matter was at 
anend. The case is very different now. It will be necessary to 
have a valuation of the land before the legacy can be paid, and 
instead of payment of the duty by a stamp, a proper return for 
succession duty in respect of the part of the legacy payable out of 
the proceeds of sale of the land must be made. Probably the 
wisest course will be to make a slight alteration in the common 
forms of the trusts of the proceeds of conversion (2 K. & E. 
703, viii.; 1 Dav. Prec. 347, ix.) by adding after the direction for 
payment of legacies (and legacy duty, if any) the words ‘‘ subject 
to the direction hereinafter contained,” and in a subsequent part of 
the will to insert a provision in the words following :—‘‘ I direct 
that the said legacies and legacy duty shall be respectively paid 
primarily, and in priority to my funeral and testamentary expenses 
end debts, out of my personal estate in exoneration of the proceeds 
of sale of my real estate, and that such personal estate and proceeds 
of sale shall be marshalled to give effect to this provision of my 
will.” If the will is already executed, a short codicil to the effect 
of this last provision may be executed. 
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Tne Lory Cuancextor is taking measures to insure the punctual 
attendance at the post of duty of the clerks in all the offices of the 
Royal Courts of Justice for which his lordship is responsible. 
This will be effected by means of attendance-books, such as are 
in use in other Government offices, in which each clerk will record 
the time at which he arrives and the time at which he leaves his 
office. 





Mr. Justice Currry has only been able to devote cleven days 
of the present sittings to the hearing of witness actions, and 
during that time he has disposed of twenty-six. This number, 


6 | taken simply from an arithmetical point of view, is much above 


the average, but in this particular instance the shortness of the 
cases, in many of which no witnesses were called, is the principal 
reason for the number being so high as it is. Notwithstanding 
the rapidity with which it is assumed Mr. Justice Carry has 
disposed of his cases, there will remain in the chancery lists at 
the end of the present sittings a large number of witness actions. 
In this connection we learn that the committee of members of the 
bar and of the Incorporated Law Society, which is about to 
report, has arrived at the conclusion that two judges at least 
should devote themselves wholly to the hearing of chancery 
witness actions. 





WE ARE cLap to learn, as regards the Queen’s Bench chambers, 
that in future, when an order is made subject to affidavit of 
service on a summons for time (where the other side does not 
attend), such affidavit need only be an ordinary affidavit of service, 
in lieu of the affidavit of service and non-attendance including a 
statement ‘that the applicant attended at half-past ten o’clock, 
and waited until eleven,” hitherto required. Some time ago 
attention was drawn in these columns to the evil of requiring, us a 
condition of obtaining an order in such cases, that the deponent 
should state that the half-hour’s attendance above referred to was 
given, when it was notoriously, and almost without exception, not 
the fact. The new arrangement will avoid a vast amount of un- 
necessary ‘petty perjury,” and is, moreover, in harmony with 
ord. 54, r. 5, which provides “that no affidavit of non-attendance 
shall be required or allowed.” Any case of unduly “‘ snapping” an 
order for time, if such should arise under the new arrangement, 
can be readily checked by the master. 





We wnorice elsewhere the provisions of the Land Charges 
Registration and Searches Bill, as finally settled during its passage 
through Parliament. As has been often stated in this journal, 
the Bill arose out of the case of Re Pope (34 W. R. 654, 693), to 
the importance of which we may perhaps be permitted to claim the 
credit of having been the first to draw attention in our issue of 
June 26, 1886. The matter was at once taken up by the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society, who issued a careful and 
valuable report, in which they pointed out the danger to pur- 
chasers arising from the then state of the law with regard to the 
manner in which charges affecting land are registered. The 
report concluded with a recommendation that all such charges 
should be collected in one registry, to be kept either at the Central 
Office or the Land Registry Office, with provision for official 
searches there, and also at the Middlesex Registry. This report 
was followed up by an able paper from the pen of Mr. Gopprn, a 
member of the council, in which he detailed the various charges 
on land and the manner in which they were registered, and the 
fact that many of them were not registered at all. His recom- 
mendations are practically carried into effect by the Bill, with only 
such modifications as have been rendered necessary by the suscep- 
tibilities of the officers of certain departments. The acknowledg- 
ments of the profession and the public are due to the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society for the manner in which they have 
piloted this piece of practical legislation to a successful issue, 
which, we believe, is largely due to the constant attention of Mr. 
GopDEN. 


Tue question has been often asked of late, What personal 
advantage does a solicitor obtain from becoming a member of the 
Incorporated Law Society? We think that in most cases a satie- 
factory answer could be given to the question even when put in 
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this form; but this is not the form in which it ought to be put. 
The proper inquiry is, What personal advantages does a solicitor 
gain from the existence and influence of the Incorporated Law 
Society? To this inquiry a not unsatisfactory reply may be 
gathered from the result of the appeal in the case of Parker v. 
Blenkhorn, which has been carried by the Society to the House of 
Lords, with the result of obtaining a construction of the Remunera- 
tion Order which enables a solicitor to obtain fair remuneration 
according to the old system for all professional work to which the 
scale fees in the Order do not apply. This is the principle now 
established ; the particular point which led to its establishment 
was the reversal by the Court of Appeal of the reasonable construc- 
tion of the order adopted by Mr. Justice Norrn in Re Faulkner (36 
W. R. 59, 36 Ch. D. 569) and Re Peace § Ellis (31 Soxicrrors’ 
Journal, 812)—viz., that where an auctioneer is employed and 
paid by the client, the solicitor, although not entitled to the ‘ con- 
ducting fee’’ under the scale, is nevertheless entitled to be remu- 
nerated under schedule II. for work preliminary to that done by 
the auctioneer. The result of the decision of the Court of 
Appeal was that, under these circumstances, the solicitor could 
claim only the scale fee for deducing title, &c., and could 
obtain no remuneration for work done by him in connection 
with the sale. The Law Lords were unanimous in repudiating 
this construction. The Lord Chancellor said he could “find 
nothing justifying such an interpretation in either the statute or 
the General Order made thereunder. The statute did 
not mean, and the General Order did not purport to enact, that 
the scales should be exhaustive.” He was ‘“ wholly unable to 
find a trace of such a meaning in the statute” as was extracted 
from it by the Master of the Rolls—viz., that ‘‘if a solicitor 
can bring himself within any part of the scale he is entitled to the 
scale fee, but if he cannot, he is not entitled to be paid anything.” 
Lord Warson said that the effect of the Order was that “ solicitors 
employed to sell property who do not avail themselves of the pro- 
visions of clause 6 of the Order [as to election] become entitled to 
remuneration according to the existing system as altered by 
schedule II., except in the case of professional work to which 
schedule I. applies, and for which a scale fee is payable in terms of 
that schedule.” And Lord Macnacuren added that the true effect 
of the Order was that, ‘‘ when the scale did not apply, the solici- 
tor’s remuneration in respect of business which would be covered 
by the scale fee if the scale applied, was to be regulated according 
to the old system as altered by schedule II.’ More emphatic 
declarations of the general principle on which the Order is for the 
future to be interpreted could not be imagined, nor could there be 
more emphatic repudiations of the doctrine laid down by the 
Court of Appeal. 





We rurnx it will be found that the principle laid down by the 
House of Lords in Parker v. Blenkhorn extends beyond the 
particular question before the House. For instance, are not the 
decisions in Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D. 608) and Re 
Emanuel and Simmonds (34 W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 40) shaken? 
In the first of those cases it was held that a solicitor was not 
entitled, in addition to the scale fee for the preparation of a lease, 
to charge for interviews and attendances, including journeys, which 
resulted in the agreement for the lease ; and, in the second, it was 
held that the solicitor was not entitled to charge for the prepara- 
tion of the agreement for the lease. The Court of Appeal decided 
these cases on the ground that each of the matters referred to was 
‘* business connected with a lease” within clause 2 (4) of the order. 
They decided Re Newbould (which was to the same effect as 
Parker v. Blenkhorn) on the ground that the work done by 
the solicitor in connection with the sale was ‘‘ business connected 
with a sale” within clause 2 (a) of the order. The words of the 
sub-clauses being the same, why should a different interpretation 
be givento them? It will be remembered that Mr. Justice Norrn, 
in Re Faulkner, distinguished the cases, on the ground that, in the 
case of business in respect of sales, two scale fees were provided 
—one for conducting a sale, the other for deducing title, &.— 
whereas, in the case of business in respect of leases, only one scale 
fee was provided; and in the recent case before the House of 
Lords Lord Macnacuren appears to have adopted this distinction. 
“All the business connected with a lease,’ he said, ‘‘ from the 
commencement of the transaction down to its completion, is 
treated as one single operation to be remunerated by one charge,” 
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whereas ‘‘the business connected with a sale is divided into two 
parts or stages: there is the preliminary stage, which extends no 
further than the making of the contract of sale; and there is the 
final stage, which covers the deduction of title and the perusal 
and completion of the conveyance.” We confess we are puzzled 
to see the force of this argument. The scale fee for the final 
stage includes the preparation of the contract or conditions of sale. 
Surely the preparation of the agreement for a lease is a distinct 
piece of business from the lease, and the heading to part IL, 
schedule I., ‘‘ Leases, oy Agreements for Leases,’ seems to shew 
that an agreement for a lease is not intended to be included 
in the scale fee for a lease. It is to be observed that in the recent 
case the Lord Chancellor remarked that the decisions as to leases 
“may have been right or wrong,” and Lord Watson said “he 
agreed with all the observations’? of the Lord Chancellor. It 
appears to us that there is ground for hoping that the doctrine 
laid down by the Court of Appeal in Re Emanuel and Simmonds 
may be reversed by the House of Lords. 





In THE cAsE of The Attorney-General v. Emerson, decided by the 
Court of Appeal on Saturday last, and discussed elsewhere, Lord 
Justice Lopes made some strong observations upon the procedure by 
way of ‘‘ English information ”’ on the part of the Crown. Under this 
procedure formerly, the trial took place before the Court of Exchequer 
(now before the Queen’s Bench Division), and the case is tried upon 
affidavits. The power of the Crown to delay the trial by amending 
the information and by other means is strikingly illustrated by the 
above case, which was commenced in 1880 and was not heard until 
1887, The Lord Justice characterized the procedure as ‘ cum- 
brous, obsolete, dilatory, expensive, and oppressive to the subject,” 
and he hoped that those who had the power would ‘‘ sweep away 
this relic of the arbitrary exercise of the prerogative.” Curiously 
enough this was also the opinion of Parliament so long ago as 
1855, for in that year the Crown Suits Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 90) 
was passed, which, by section 3, recites that, ‘‘ whereas the pro- 
cedure and practice in informations, suits, and other proceedings 
instituted by or on behalf of the Crown in her Majesty’s Court of 
Exchequer is dilatory and requires amendment, and it is desirable 
that the same should be assimilated as nearly as may be to the 
course of practice and procedure now in force in actions and suits 
between subject and subject.” The section then proceeded to 
empower the Barons of the Exchequer to make rules for that 
purpose, such rules to be laid before Parliament for three 
months, and to have statutory force. Under this Act, 
however, nothing appears to have been done, and the matter 
was again taken up in the Crown Suits Act, 1865 (28 & 29 
Vict. c. 104), Part II. of which is devoted to English in- 
formations. Section 21 expressly provided that amendments 
might from time to time be made in the mode of taking evidence and 
the practice relating thereto, and section 28 gave power to the Lord 
Chief Baron and two or more Barons of the court to make general 
rules, for which no Parliamentary sanction of any kind appears 
to be necessary. Rules were accordingly made under the Act, 
and by these the proceedings in English informations are now 
regulated. These consisted chiefly of an adaptation of certain con- 
solidated chancery orders, and, of course, they ought to have been 
amended at the time of the Judicature Acts, but this was not done. 
Doubtless the judges of the High Court, to whom the powers of the 
Barons of the Exchequer have been transferred, will now be moved 
by the remarks of Lord Justice Lores to take action in the matter. 
Under rule 10 of the orders of 1866 it is already possible to take 
the evidence orally upon any particular issues, but this provision 
does not appear to be of much use in practice. On such issues, 
indeed, the evidence is, in general, partly modern and suitable to 
be taken vivd voce, and partly documentary. As to this last, the 
present practice of putting it in, accompanied by an affidavit 
briefly stating its nature, seems to be very convenient. It might 
be possible to provide for each part of the evidence being taken in 
the most suitable way, in spite of the fact that it related to the 
same issue. This, however, is only one point that would have to 
be considered in any general amendment of the rules. 








Mr. Francis Kerridge Munton, solicitor, of London, has been selected 
as a County Council candidate for the Willesden Division of Middle- 


sex. 
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THE LAND CHARGES REGISTRATION 
SEARCHES BILL. 


Tur profession is deeply indebted to the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society for promoting the Land Charges Registration 
and Searches Bill, which will save our law from the reproach 
that “‘ no purchaser is safe in paying his purchase-money.” This 
useful piece of legislation has passed the House of Lords, and 
is, we understand, returned to the House of Commons to obtain 
their assent to formal amendments made by the House of Lords. 
As the Bill will come into operation on the 1st of January, our 
readers ought to lose no time in making themselves masters of its 
contents. 

The general effect of the Bill is to establish three registers at 
the office of the Land Registry (Staple-inn, W.C.)—viz., a 
Register of Writs and Orders affecting Land, a Register of 
Arrangements affecting Land, and a Register of ‘‘ Land Charges.” 

Writs, and orders of court affecting land made for the purpose of 
enforcing judgments, and orders appointing receivers or seques- 
trators of land, can be registered in the Register of Writs and 
Orders affecting Land. The entry is to be made in the name of 
the person whose land is affected by the writ or order. Registra- 
tion expires after five years from the date of registration, but can be 
renewed. Registration of a writ or order under the Act is to have 
the same effect as registration in the Central Office in pursuance 
of any other Act. Any writ or order capable of registration, 
“and every delivery in execution, or other proceeding taken in 
pursuance of any such writ or order, or in obedience thereto,’’ is 
to be void as against a purchaser for value unless it is registered, 
except it is registered on the Ist of January, 1889, under 27 & 28 
Vict. c. 112, or, unless the proceeding in which the writ or order 
was issued is registered as a lis pendens. 

The practical effect of these provisions is to render a purchaser 
for value perfectly safe against all unregistered writs and orders, 
unless in the excepted cases, when they will be discovered by the 
searches now usually made. The Bill confers a protection on pur- 
chasers which is quite new, by protecting them against delivery in 

execution or other thing done in pursuance of a writ or order. 
As between the judgment creditor and the judgment debtor, the 
Bill leaves things as they were before; but as between the judg- 
ment creditor and a purchaser for value from the judgment debtor, 
the latter is rendered safe unless the writ or order enforcing the 
judgment is registered. 

Where a writ or order is not registered and the purchaser obtains 
possession of the land he may disregard it, as it cannot be enforced 
against him. On the other hand, if the execution creditor to whom 
the land is delivered, or a purchaser under a fi. fa., has gone into 
possession, it will be necessary for him to bring an action to re- 
cover possession of the land, and if a receiver or sequestrator has 
been appointed it will be necessary for him to make an application 
to the court for an order directing them to go out of possession. 


At present a judgment creditor who obtains delivery in execu- 
tion, whether under an e/egit or an order appointing a receiver, 
has a lien on the land for his debt. The Bill will prevent this lien 
from taking effect as against a purchaser for value, except in the 
excepted cases, unless the writ or order is registered. 

It should, perhaps, be observed that, although “land” is not 
defined so as to extend to equitable interests in land, still, as the 
entry is to be made in the name of the person whose interest is 
affected, a purchaser of an equitable interest is protected. 

Registration of deeds of arrangement affecting land is to be 
made in the name of the debtor, on the application of the trustee 
or a creditor assenting to or taking the benefit of the deed. The 
registration may be vacated by an order of any judge of the High 
Court. Every deed of arrangement affecting land is to be void as 
against a purchaser for value unless and until it is registered. 
There is a saving clause for deeds of arrangement made before 1889 
if registered during 1889. The practical effect appears to be that 
for the future all deeds of arrangement affecting land ought to be 
registered under the Bill as soon as they are made, and that all 
deeds of arrangement affecting land made before 1889 ought to be 
registered as soon as possible. 

It should be observed that registration under the Bill will not 
obviate the necessity of registration under the Deeds of Arrange- 
ment Act, 1887, and that a deed registered under the Bill, but not 


AND 


registered under the Deeds of Arrangement Act, is void—see the 
latter Act, s. 5. 

Land charges are defined in section 4. It is, perhaps, impossible 
to give an exhaustive list of the Acts under which land charges 
can be created; most of them will be found in Elphinstone & 
Clark on Searches, chap. 9. Land charges may be registered in 
the registry of land charges, ‘‘in the case of freehold land in the 
name of the person beneficially entitled to the first estate of free- 
hold at the time of the creation of the land charge, in the case of 
copyhold land in the name of the tenant on the court rolls at the 
time of the creation of the land charge.” Where the charge was 
made on the application of a leaseholder the registration is to be 
made in his name also. 

A land charge created after 1888 is void against a purchaser for 
value of the land unless it is registered under the Bill. Unless 
charges existing on the Ist of January, 1889, are registered within 
one year of the first assignment by act inter vivos, the holder will 
be unable to recover as against a purchaser for value of the land. 

It should be observed that in the case of freeholds the equitable, 
not the legal, owner has to be registered. This follows the rule 
generally laid down in Acts under which land charges can be 
created, where it will usually be found that they are to be granted 
on the application of the person ‘‘ in possession.” 

Where an infant is the first freeholder, but possession is taken of 
the land during his minority by trustees either under the provisions 
of the settlement or of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, registration 
ought to be made in the name of the infant. 

An alphabetical index is to be kept of all entries made in any 
register kept at the Land Registry Office in pursuance of the Bill. 

The Bill extends the provisions as to searches in the Central 
Office contained in the Conveyancing Act, 1882, to searches made 
in the registers established by the Bill. 
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A QUESTION AS TO DISCHARGE OF INCUM- 
BRANCES OUT OF CAPITAL MONEY UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACTS. 


Tue definition of ‘‘a settlement” contained in section 2 (1) of 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, shews that ‘a settlement” of any 
given estate may be constituted either by a single instrument or 
by “any number of instruments,” though made at different 
dates. If Blackacre is settled by a given instrument, or series of 
instruments, then Blackacre is ‘‘the subject of the settlement” 
or ‘the settled land” “in relation to the settlement” (section 
2 (3) ); and such instrument, or series of instruments, constitutes 
“the settlement” ‘‘under, or by virtue of, which” (section 2 
(1)) Blackacre stands for the time being limited. Now, suppose 
that subsequently X., being owner in fee of Whiteacre, subject 
to a mortgage, conveys or devises Whiteacre ‘‘to the uses, on the 
trusts, and subject to the powers and provisions which, under the 
settlement, are subsisting with respect to” Blackacre. (The 
words in quotation marks are those used in the Act, section 
24 (2), in prescribing the manner in which land acquired by 
purchase, or in exchange, or on partition, is to be made 
subject to the settlement; such cases, which involve merely 
the substitution of one parcel of land for another, must, of 
course, be distinguished from the case now proposed, which 
is that of the settlement of additional land.) Is Whiteacre 
included in the terms “the settled land,” ‘‘the subject of the 
settlement,’’ within the meaning of the Act ? 

Unless this question be answered in the affirmative, capital money 
arising from the sale of part of Blackacre cannot properly be applied 
in paying off the mortgage on Whiteacre ; for by section 21 (ii.) the 
incumbrances which can be so discharged must be such as affect 
‘‘the inheritance of the settled land, or other the whole estate, 
the subject of the settlement.” For convenience, we may call the 
settlement of Blackacre ‘‘the original settlement,” and the con- 
veyance or devise of Whiteacre ‘‘ the subsidiary settlement.” Are 
these two distinct settlements, or can it be said that there is but 
one settlement ‘‘in relation to’? which both Blackacre and White- 
acre are to be taken to be referred to in the Act as “the settled 
land” (see section 2 (3) ), and “under or by virtue of which” 
both Blackacre and Whiteacre stand for the time being 
settled? If the original and subsidiary settlements must be 





taken together to constitute “the settlement” as regards 
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Whiteacre, yet with respect to Blackacre the original settle- aod : : ms 
ment alone forms ‘‘the settlement,” and Blackacre may be THE OWNERSHIP OF FORESHORE. 
said not to be the subject of ‘“‘the settlement” composed _of| Tur case of The Attorney-General v. Emerson, in which the Court 
the original and subsidiary settlements taken together. We! of Appeal last Saturday reversed the judgment of the Queen’s 
should thus again arrive at the conclusion that there are two dis- | Bench Division, is another illustration of the dictum of Erle 
tinct settlements—viz., of Blackacre and Whiteacre respectively. | (¢.J., in Lestrange v. Rowe (4 F. & F. 1048), that, “in the great 
It is to be observed that section 2 defines ‘‘the settlement ”’ | majority of cases, the right to the foreshore between high and low 
by reference to a given instrument or instruments, and not to | water mark is in the lord of the manor.’”? The Manors of Great 
a given series of limitations and provisions. In the latter| and Little Wakering, the rights to which were in dispute, belong 
sense there is, in the case supposed, one settlement including both | to a district on the coast of Essex where litigation of this kind is 
Blackacre and Whiteacre; but in the sense of section 2 there | by no means unknown, and a decision adverse to the claim of the 
appear to be two distinct settlements, though the limitations and | Crown was given in 1856 in the case of Re Alston's Estate (28 L. T. 
provisions of the subsidiary settlement are, for brevity, expressed | 337), which related to the foreshore of the neighbouring manor of 
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only by reference to those of the original settlement. But it can- 
not, for present purposes, make any difference whether they are so 
expressed or are set out at length in the subsidiary settlement. It 
cannot, however, be denied that, if the suggested construction of 
the Act be correct, it is open to the argument ab inconvenienti. 
For example, if A. B. and C. D. are the trustees of the 
original settlement, they would not therefore be ‘trustees 
of the subsidiary settlement,’’ and could not give a valid 
discharge for the purchase-money of part of Whiteacre on 
a sale under the Settled Land Acts by the tenant for 
life, unless it could be maintained that the subsidiary settle- 
ment so incorporates all the provisions of the original settle- 
ment as to include the provision constituting A. B. and C. D. 
trustees of the settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land Act. 

We are informed that this point was recently raised in chambers 
in a case where trustees of the original settlement had been 
appointed by the court, and a purchaser took the objection that 
they could not give a discharge for purchase-moneys of land sub- 
sequently settled to the same uses. On a summons under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, however, the purchaser’s contention 


| Chalkwell Hall. There the Commissioners of Woods and Forests 
| had sold to the Eastern Counties Railway part of an oyster ground 
upon the foreshore, known as Chalkwell Ooze, for the sum of 
£300, and this, being claimed by the trustees of the will of 
William Alston under a grant from the lord of the manor, was 
paid into court. In a very elaborate judgment Vice-Chancellor 
Wood upheld the lord’s title to the foreshore. The above manors, 
together with the Manor of Foulness and others, constitute the 
Honour of Raleigh, and in respect of such of them as border upon 
the sea, acts of ownership over the adjoining foreshore appear to 
have been exercised from early times. Upon such acts of owner- 
ship the present decision of the Court of Appeal is chiefly based, 
and apart from any effect it may have in modifying the procedure 
by English information, its main interest lies in the efficacy it 
ascribes to them. 

That the foreshore may be parcel of a manor has of course been 
well settled ever since Sir Henry Constable's case, in 1599 (5 Rep. 
106a), and we have already noticed a judicial sanction given to the 
opinion that in most instances it isso. But the doctrine of law 
that it is primd facie vested in the Crown has been equally well 





was overruled by North, J., whose decision appears to involve the 
proposition that, for purposes of the Settled Land Acts, the land | 
originally settled and all subsequent accretions thereto form | 
together ‘‘the subject of the settlement.’ But we understand | 
that this decision is in conflict with that of Chitty, J., in chambers | 
in a subsequent case which is believed to have raised a similar | 
point. 

It would no doubt be very inconvenient that a purchaser | 


settled, at any rate since Hale wrote his treatise De Jure Maris 
in the reign of Charles II., and the claim of a subject to the con- 
trary has to be established in each particular case. The ground of 
this presumption in favour of the Crown lies in the notion that the 
foreshore, in the language of Hale, is part of the great waste of 
the kingdom, and that consequently it remains vested in the Crown 
except where it can be shewn to have been granted out. The 
easiest way of defeating it, therefore, is to shew a grant from the 





from the tenant for life should be involved in an inquiry | Crown, and hence, where no such grant is in existence, has arisen 
as to the source from which 9 given parcel of land had been | the curious doctrine that prescription may be had recourse to as 
acquired—whether, for instance, it represented a re-investment | raising a presumption of one. It is needless to remark that pre- 
of capital money arising from a former sale under the Act of | scription in English law properly applies only to inferior rights 
part of the land originally settled, or was purchased (¢.g.)| over land, such as easements and profits d prendre, and not to the 
out of money bequeathed to be laid out in lands to be| full ownership of the soil which is claimed in cases of fore- 
settled to the uses of the original settlement. The purchaser| shore. But, in the present state of the law, this seems 
might be precluded by the conditions or contract from going further lto be of less importance than formerly. Actual grants which 
back than the conveyance to the uses of the settlement under which | are expresssed to pass the foreshore do not very often occur, 
the vendor was tenant for life; and such a conveyance would | though they are frequently found to include various rights in- 
probably recite merely that the consideration had been paid out of | volving the use of it to a greater or less extent. Such are rights 
moneys in the hands of the trustees properly applicable to the | of anchorage and groundage, rights to wreck of the sea, and to 
purchase ; while the condition or clause in the contract would, of | royal fish. These are said to raise a presumption that the grant 
course, not protect him from liability if he paid the purchase- | was meant to convey also the soil of the foreshore, and it is then 
money to persons who could not give him a good discharge. | easy to fortify this presumption by proof of acts of ownership, and 
The language of section 21 of the Settled Land Act differs | so make it override the primd facie presumption in favour of the 
from that of the corresponding section of the Settled Estates| Crown. Such was the case in Calmady v. Rowe (6 C. B. 861), 
Act, 1877, upon which it is evidently modelled. The latter| where a grant of 4 & 5 Ph. & M. included the franchise of 
section (section 34), which corresponds with section 69 of| wreck; and in Lestrange v. Rowe (supra), where there wasa grant 
the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, provides that purchase-moneys | of anchorage, groundage, and wreck of the sea. In the latter case 
may be applied in the discharge of incumbrances affecting ‘it was said by Erle, C.J. :—‘‘ There is a strong presumption in 
the land sold ‘‘or affecting any other hereditaments subject | law that by the grant of a manor with those terms annexed the 
to the same uses or trusts; and the omission of the latter | soil of the sea-shore was intended to pass.” 
words in section 21 (ii.) of the Settled Land Act rather; But even where there are no such special rights named in the 
tends to support the more limited construction of the latter section. | grant, but simply a bare conveyance of the manor itself with its 
After a careful search we have been unable to find any reported | ordinary appurtenances, it is well settled that the foreshore may 
case which affords any guidance upon the question under dis-| be included, though for this purpose strong and distinct acts of 
cussion ; and it appears to us that the point must, for the present, | ownership are necessary. Decisive upon this point was the case of 
be treated as so doubtful that trustees could not be properly ad- | the Barons of Berkeley, of which ale gives a full account in the 
vised to permit capital moneys arising from sales of land subject | treatise above referred to (ch. 6), stating that he was thoroughly 
to the original settlement to be applied in discharging incum-| acquainted with it, and attended at the bar at the trial. It 
brances affecting other lands which, by a subsidiary settlement, | related to 300 acres of land near Slimbridge, on the Severn, 
are, in fact, subject to the like uses. They should insist on being | which had been reclaimed from the foreshore of that river, and was 
protected by a decision of the court on a summons under section | in the possession of a tenant of Lord Berkeley. Against the tenant 
44 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. j an information was filed in the reign of Charles I. to which Lord 
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Berkeley appeared, and pleaded that the land was part of the 
Manor of Berkeley to which he was entitled under a grant of 
Henry Il. In support of this he produced evidence of many acts 
of ownership, such as the taking of wreck and royal fish, the 
erecting of weirs and fishing places, and the granting of these 
by lease or copy of court roll. But before he had got half-way 
through his proofs the Crown lawyers gave up the contest, and 
the Attorney-General requested his consent to the withdrawal of a 
juryman, ‘‘which, though he were very unwilling, yet, at the 
earnest desire of the court and the King’s counsel, he did agree 
thereunto.” 

Before proceeding to hear the evidence, the court had already 
established the principle that, though the foreshore might be primd 
facie vested in the Crown, yet by prescription and usage time out 
of mind it might in fact be parcel of the manor. In more recent 
times it appears to be not unusual to drop the claim by prescription, 
and to say that the acts of ownership are to be taken as interpret- 
ing the grant, or,in other words, that they must be treated as 
shewing the boundaries of the manor which passed under the grant. 
The leading case which puts the matter in this light is The Duke 
of Beaufort v. Corporation of Swansea (8 Ex. 413), where the 
court had to construe a grant in the time of King John of a tract of 
land described as ‘‘ Terra de Gower.” There seems to have been an 
absence of ancient documentary evidence of acts of ownership, but | 
there was evidence of many acts of ownership over the adjacent 
foreshore in modern times, and it was held that this might rightly 
be used to determine what was really included in the ‘Terra de 
Gower” at the time of the grant. It is easy after this to ignore 
the grant altogether, and, when once the ownership of the manor 
has been determined, to treat the question as purely one of evidence 
in regard to the boundaries of it. This was done by Wood, V.C., 
in Re Alston’s Estate (supra), and also in the recent case before the 
Court of Appeal. In Re Alston’s Estate no grant from the Crown 
was produced, and in this respect it differed from the Duke of 
Beaufort’s case, but there was no doubt that the manor in 
question had existed since the reign of Edward III., and the Vice- 
Chancellor therefore treated the two cases as the same. Starting 
upon the main point of his judgment he said: ‘‘ The question, then, 
that I have to try is similar to that which arose in the case of the 
Duke of Beaufort—namely, whether the evidence of documents and 
the acts of ownership satisfy me that this manor includes a par- 
ticular portion of the lands in question.” 

In the present case of Attorney-General v. Emerson there was 
indeed a grant from the Crown set up, but this was objected to as 
being technically invalid, and no allusion was made to it in the 
judgments. The Master of the Rolls commenced by saying that 
the question was purely one of evidence as to the boundaries of the 
manors, and upon this footing it was treated throughout. Adopt- 
ing such a point of commencement, indeed, it was really easier to 
arrive at a conclusion in favour of the subject than in the Duke of 
Beaufort’s case, for there was abundant evidence of acts of owner- 
ship in early times, though ata more recent date they appear to 
have been less numerous and less exclusive. The chief of these 
consisted in leases of “ Kiddles” granted in the manor courts, and 
subsequent receipts of money in respect of them. It was con- 
tended, and the court below yielded to the contention, that this 
only implied a several right of fishery, but it seems that kiddles 
are rows of stakes fixed in the ground, upon which nets are hung, 
and so they come within Hale’s list of ‘‘ gurgites, weares, fishing 
places, borachia, stachie, &c., which are the very soil itself, and 
so frequently agreed in our books” (De Jure Maris, ch. 5). 
Moreover, Fry, L.J., gave numerous instances where the lease of 
the kiddle included also a specified place or ground to which it 
was attached, this being sometimes defined by measurements. In 
the result it seemed clear that originally the foreshore was treated 
as part of the manors. 

_In more recent times the evidence was less cogent, and a con- 
siderable number of acts of ownership were adduced by the Crown 
to shew that the possession of the foreshore had been by no means 
exclusive. Perhaps more attention would have been given to these 
had not the Crown prejudiced its case by accepting in 1854 a lease 
of part of the foreshore from the then lord of the manor. For 
this or for some other reason the evidence put in by the Crown was 
not much adverted to in the judgments. 

But it may be suggested that in any case this was immaterial. 
The Duke of Beaufort’s case decided that modern usage may define 





the boundaries of the manor, but it by no means follows that it 
must do so. If they can be ascertained by the ancient docu- 
mentary evidence, then it is already shewn that the foreshore is 
not in the Crown, and its presumptive title is defeated. Conse- 
quently it can only set up a title subsequently by exclusive 
possession under the Statutes of Limitation, and the proof of such 
possession lies, therefore, upon it, and not upon the lord of the 
manor. The decision of the Court of Appeal favours attempts on 
the part of the subject to displace the primd facie claim of the 
Crown, and in so doing it follows the current of recent decisions. 
If the above reasoning is correct, it would seem to indicate how a 
further step may be legitimately made in the same direction. A 
decision to this effect would also more clearly shew that title to 
foreshore is not prescriptive, in which case the usage must be con- 
tinuous and exclusive, so far as the nature of the foreshore will 
permit, down to the present time; but that it rests upon proof that 
it has been, in fact, treated as part of the manor. 





REVIEWS. 
PLEAS OF THE CROWN. 


SELECT PLEAS OF THE Crown. Vou. I. A.D. 1200-1225. Edited 
for the Selden Society by F. W. MairtanD. Bernard Quaritch. 


With this volume the Selden Society commences its task of publish- 
ing materials for the history of English law, and it is needless so say 
that, in the hands of the editor they have chosen, the results pro- 
mise to be of great value and interest. As a beginning select pleas 
of the Crown for the reign of King John and the early part of the 
reign of Henry III. have been printed, and these include pleas taken 
before the justices in eyre, and those before the justices of the bench 
and the King himself. Upon this last distinction Mr. Maitland com- 
ments in the introduction, where he attempts to discover at what time 
the original King’s Court, Glanville’s capitalis curia domini regis, be- 
came divided into the King’s Bench and the Common Bench or Court 
of Common Pleas. Of these the latter appears to have been the bench 
par excellence, and a judge attached to it was styled “‘one of the 
justices of our Lord the King of the Bench” ; whilst the judges of 
the other division had to follow the royal court, and were denomi- 
nated ‘‘ justices of our Lord the King assigned to hold plens before 
the King himself.” It seems to be pretty clearly shewn by the 
records here quoted that the division existed in the early part of 
John’s reign, and that the justices of the bench were term after 
term holding court at Westminster or St. Bride’s in London, while 
at the same time the King himself, with other justices, was holding 
court at various places iv the country. 

With regard to the rolls from which the pleas are taken, these 
were probably first drawn up towards the end of the reign of 
Henry II., though a continuous series does not begin till 7 
Rich. I. No extracts from the rolls of Rich. I. are here given, how- 
ever, as they will probably be printed at large by the Pipe Roll Society. 
In the reign of John the rolls begin to be voluminous, although there 
have been considerable losses, both by the negligence of the judges 
and by the decay due to time, Even after the records had begun to be 
regularly drawn up it was not always easy to get them from the 
judges, and statutes of 1335 and 1409 were passed to effect this pur- 
pose 
The fair print of Mr. Maitland’s volume, with its translations and 
annotations, of course gives no idea of the original rolls, but it is 
satisfactory to learn that when once the art of recording judicial 
proceedings had been introduced it rapidly improved. At first the 
mere drudgery seems to have been too much for untutored human 
nature, and in one record the real drift of the clerk’s thoughts is 


) shewn by the interpolation of the line Omnia vincit amor, e& nos 


cedamus amori, while in the frontispiece to the volume is given a 
grotesque illustration of trial by combat reproduced from a fragment 
of an Assize Roll of Henry III., a performance very similar to the 
designs that ornament a schoolboy’s copy-book. Walter Bloweberme 
and Hamo le Stare, who are there represented, seem to be very 
evilly disposed ee and one would not be sorry to see both con- 
signed to the gallows which is sketched in the background as 
Hamo’s final destination. Eccentricities of this kind yor sa as 
one generation of clerks succeeds to another, but if the rolls ome 
in the original less amusing, it is some compensation that they 
become easier to read. 

But the real interest of the work lies in the pleas here selected and 
translated, and which afford curious glimpes into the life of those 
early times. Of course trial by battle is prevalent, and has naturally 
led to the introduction of hired champions, who, however, were not 
favoured by the judges. One of these in Hertford was condemned 
to lose his foot, and the court seemed to think he was let off easily 
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(p. 127). The nature of the punishments too, and of the crimes for 
which they were inflicted, are full of interest, but these matters may 
well be left for the reader’s perusal, and he will then be able to 
appreciate the industry and ability which Mr, Maitland has brought 
to his work. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
A STARTLING SUGGESTION, 
[To the Editor of 

Sir,—We have recently had occasion to discuss with an eminent 
City firm an interesting and important point of conveyancing practice, 
as to which we should be glad to know your opinion and the opinions 
cf some of your correspondents. 

Underthe Conveyancing Act, 1581,s, 3, sub-section 6, certain expenses 
connected with the investigation of title on a sale of property are 
thrown upon the purchaser. This sub-section is substantially 
similar to a clause which was previously in common use in contracts 
of sale. Under that clause, or under the sub-section of the Act, it 
frequently happened that the vendor’s solicitor, on completion, had a 
bill of costs which the purchaser was called upon to pay. So long 


the Solicitors’ Journal. 


as the vendor’s solicitor was remunerated under the old system, there | 


was no question that the work done by him under the clause or 


sub-section put the vendor (primarily) to expense, and this expense | 


the purchaser had to pay. 
But “from and after the 3lst day of December, 1882,” the 


General Order under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, came | 


into force, and thenceforth the vendor’s solicitor, in the absence of 
express arrangement, was remunerated by scale and not by detail. 
Can the vendor’s solicitor, or, to put it more accurately, can the 
vendor, still call upon the purchaser to pay such a bill of 
costs as we have mentioned? We are dealing, of course, with the 
fees of the vendor’s own solicitor, and not with any payments made 
by him, which latter, undoubtedly, must be repaid by the purchaser. 

The answer to the question seems to depend upon another question 
—namely, whether, as between the vendor and his solicitor, the fees 
referred to are or are not covered by the scale? The vendor is entitled 
to be recouped any expenses he is put to, but if, by reason of the 
work being covered by the scale fee, he is put to no expense, he can- 
not surely recover anything, nor can he allow his solicitor to use his 
(the vendor’s) name for putting forward a claim which could not be 
sustained against the vendor himself. The contract, it must be 
borne in mind, is between vendor and purchaser. There is no con- 
tract between the vendor's solicitor and the purchaser. 

Now, as between the vendor and his solicitor, we cannot conceive 
that any claim could be sustained outside the scale fee. The work is 
part of the necessary business of the sale. It is work which, apart 
from the question of expense, the vendor is bound to do. It is not a 
mere luxury on the part of the purchaser. 
Act (or the clause of the contract) says that any expenses incurred in 
connection with this right shell be borne by him. 

Test the question thus: Suppose the vendor agrees, behind his 
solicitor’s back, to waive the benetit of the sub-section. Of course 
he cannot thus deprive his solicitor of any fees to which he would 
otherwise be entitled, and if the solicitor would in any case 
entitled to these charges he would, in the case supposed, be able to 
recover them from his client in addition to the scale fee, 

We cannot imagine such to be the result, and we are irresistibly 
driven to the conclusion that in no instance where the scale applies 
as between vendor and vendor's solicitor can such a claim as we 
have been discussing be established against the purchaser. 
work is outside the scale fee, then we should imagine that the 
corresponding work of the purchaser's solicitor is also outside his 
scale fee, which can hardly be the case. 

In the Incorporated Law Society’s digest of last year are several 
opinions bearing upon the point. Opinion No. 34 (4) states that the 
charges for ‘‘ statutory declarations as to pedigree and occupancy ” 
‘* were included in the scale fee for deducing the title,” and could not 
be maintained. Opinions No. 48 and 49 are in the opposite direc- 
tion, but, for the reasons we have given, we venture to think that 
the earlier opinion is correct, All these opinions deal with declarations, 


and possibly (though we should submit the contrary) the charges can | 


be sustained on the ground that the scale fee of the vendor’s solicitor 
does not include the preparation or perusal of any new documents in 
support of the vendor’s title. 

In the case, however, which has given rise to this letter, we, as 
purchaser’s solicitors, were asked to pay for the attendances and 
letters of the vendor’s solicitors in trying to discover the whereabouts 
of some of the abstracted title deeds. Such a claim would seem to 
go considerably beyond even the later opinions of the council to 
which we have adverted, inasmuch as the possible ground above 
referred to, which might be urged in support of the council’s opinions, 
would have no application. 


It is his right; only the | 


be | 


If the | 


We were also asked to pay for the cost of perusing a declaration 
by one of the vendors, which, by the terms of the contract, was to be 
made at the purchaser’s expense. This express term of the contract 
does not apparently carry the matter farther than the Conveyancing 
Act. In our opinion the only expense incurred was the commis- 
missioner’s fee and the stamp, if any. W.& W. 

December 5. 


[We must postpone an expression of opinion on our correspondents?’ 
suggestion until we have had more time for consideration ; but it 
occurs to us to ask whether the business, for which the purchaser is, 
under the Conveyancing Act or contract, liable to pay, is business 
conducted ‘‘ for the vendor” within clause 2 (a) of the Remuneration 
Order? If not, it does not fall within the scale fee of the vendor's 
solicitor. If our correspondents are right in supposing that the 
business is covered by the scale fee of the vendor’s solicitor, then 
the question may arise whether such business ought not to be paid 
for by the purchaser, and the amount received by the vendor's 
solicitor from the purchaser be deducted from the scale fee charged to 
the vendor ’—Eb. 8. J.] 











CASES OF THE WEEK* 
Court of Appeal, ' 


BAYNTON v. MORGAN—No. 1, 29th November. 


| LANDLORD AND TENANT—LEASE—COoVENANT TO Pay RenT—ASSIGNMENT 01 
Term—SvurkENDER BY ASSIGNEE OF Part or Premises—LIABILITy oF 
Lessgg ON CovENANT—Principal AND SURETY. 

On May 21, 1878, the plaintiff, by deed, demised certain premises to the 
defendant for twenty-one years, at a yearly rent of £50 payable on the 
usual quarter-days. The lease contained a covenant by the lessee for him- 
| self and his assigns to pay the rent reserved. On January 3, 1879, the 
defendant assigned his interest in the term toEvans. On October 9, 1882, 
Evans, in consideration of £25 paid to him by the plaintiff, surrendered a 
| scullery to the plaintiff, who built instead thereof a new scullery at the 
rear of the premises. Evans then assigned to Morgan (not the defendant), 
who became bankrupt, and his trustee disclaimed. The plaintiff thereupon 
brought this action in the Southwark County Court to recover a quarter's 
rent from the defendant under his covenant in the lease. At the triala 
surveyor agreed upon between the parties found that £4 per annum was the 
value of the part of the premises surrendered, but that the new scullery 
was a fair equivalent in value for the scullery surrendered, and that the 
property was not diminished in value. The county court judge gave 
judgment for the rent less the value of the part surrendered. The 
| Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smith, JJ.), affirmed this judgment. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorss, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. It was said that the covenant by the defendant was a contract of 
suretyship after the assignment of the term, the defendant guaranteeing 

| the payment of the rent if the assignee did not pay; that the assignee 
was primarily liable; and that the alteration of the guaranteed contract 
without the consent of the defendant by surrender of part of the premises 
out of which the rent issued released the defendant. In their opinion the 
| covenant was not a contract of suretyship at all. It was a direct promise 

| by the defendant to pay. Even if it were a contract of suretyship, a 

| lessee, by assigning, gave the assignee the same authority as he had to 

| surrender part of the premises, and so the surrender here was with the 
authority of the defendant. The covenant, then, was a direct contract to 
pay the rent during the continuance of the term. The surrender of part 
| of the premises by the lessee would not put an end to the term, nor would 
| the surrender of part by the assignee, he having authority to surren- 
der. Nor had there been any eviction by the plaintiff. What was done 
was nota wrongful act, but an act done by the authority of the defendant 
implied from the fact of his assigning the term. The period, therefore, 
remained, during which the promise by the defendant was to continue. It 
was argued that as part of the original consideration—namely, the possess- 
sion of the entire premises—was gone, the covenant could not be appor- 
tioned, and the promise was gone in its entirety. It was unnecessary to 
| decide whether the contract could be apportioned or not, for it was clear 
| to them that if it could not be apportioned the defendant would have to 

pay the whole rent. The plaintiff, however, had agreed to accept the 
| apportioned rent, and that rendered it unnecessary to decide the point. 

The judgment, therefore, must stand.—Covnskz1, Je/f, Q.C., and H. Zer- 
| rell ; Channell, Q.C., and Jason Smith. Soxicrrors, Daniel Jones § Linnett ; 
| Wolferstan § Avery. 


STEEDMAN v. HAKIM—No. 1, lst December. 


PracticE—APPEAL FROM CHAMBERS DURING VacaTion—R. 8. C., LIL, 5; 
LIV., 24. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord 
Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, J.). On September 11 an order was made by 
Denman, J., in chambers, giving the defendant unconditional leave to 
defend. On October 1 the plaintiff gave notice of motion by way of 
appeal against this order for October 24. The appeal came on to be 
heard on November 1, when the Divisional Court declined to entertain it 





* These cases are specially reported for the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL by barristers 
appointed in the different courts. 
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on the ground that the notice of motion was out of time. By ord. 
54, r. 24, every appeal to the court from any decision at chambers shall 
be by motion, and shall be made within eight days after the decision 
appealed against, or if no court to which such appeal can be made shall 
sit within such eight days, then on the first day on which any such court 
may be sitting after the expiration of such eight days. By ord. 52, 
r. 5, there must be at least two clear days between the service of a 
notice of motion and the day named in the notice for hearing the motion. 
The plaintiff appealed, contending that as no divisional court sat during 
the Long Vacation he was right in giving notice for the first day on 
which a divisional court would sit. It was stated that there were a large 
number of appeals from chambers in vacation which were similarly 
circumstanced, and were waiting the determination of this appeal. 

Tur Covrt (Lorp Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider the question, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuen, 
M.R., said that the question turned upon the true construction of ord. 54, 
r. 24, and ord. 52, r.5. It was necessary to look at the history of the 
rules. Formerly rule 24 of order 54 stood without the alternative in the 
latter half thereof. In Runts v. Sheffield (4 Ex. D. 150) this court decided 
that when no court sat within the eight days, though the notice of motion 
was served within the five days from the order, the motion could not be 
heard. The rule was then altered to its present state, and if the judges 
had intended to abolish the implied practice that the notice of motion 
must be served within five days from the order, they would have expressly 
said so. There was a reason for their not abolishing the practice—namely, 
that it would be a great inconvenience to allow the matter to be left open 
during the whole of the Long Vacation. The successful party might act 
upon the order, and then, at the very end of the Long Vacation, notice 
of appeal re-opening the whole matter might be served on him. The 
judges did not intend to do away with the recognized practice that the 
notice of motion must be served within five days. Fry, L J., concurred. 
The notice of motion, to be good, must be good at the time when it was 
received by the person upon whom it was served. The notice of motion 
must be served two clear days before the expiration of eight days from 
the order appealed against, and that motion would come on within the 
eight days or upon the next day after the eighth day on which the court 
sat. It would not do to allow the appellant to remain from August 13 to 
October 24 without serving the notice of appeal. There might be a 
divisional court sitting in the Long Vacation to hear the appeal. Lorss, 
L.J., concurred.—Covnset, Scrutton ; Henn Collins, Q.C., and EB. Clayton. 
Soxricrrors, Dawes § Sons; Thomson & Ward. 


CONERY v». ALLAN—No. 2, 5th December. 


PracTIcE—SERVICE OUT OF JURISDICTION—INJuNcTION TO ResTRAIN ACT 
DONE WITHIN JuRispicTIon—R, 8. C., XI, 1 (r). 


This was a motion for leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction. The 
defendant resided in Scotland, The plaintiffs had recently, in another 
action, obtained an injunction against a person resident in Manchester 
restraining him from applying their registered trade-mark to goods made in 
Manchester and consigned by him to India for sale there. The plaintiffs 
afterwards discovered that the defendant in that action was the agent of 
the Scotch defendant, and that he was acting under that defendant’s 
orders, and in the present action they sought to restrain the Scotch 
defendant from causing their trade-mark to be affixed to the goods which 
he ordered his agent to send from Manchester to India. Rule 1 of order 11 
provides that service out of the jurisdiction of a writ, or notice of a writ, 
may be allowed whenever (inter alia) ‘any injunction is sought as to 
anything to be done within the jurisdiction.”” Marshall vy. Marshall (38 
Ch. D. 330) was referred to. Chitty, J., had refused the application, and 
it was renewed in this court. 

Tur Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.} affirmed the decision. 
Bowen, L.J., said that it was a question of discretion, not of jurisdiction. 
—CovnsEL, Wiillis-Bund. Soxicrtors, Paddiscn § Co. 


FIELD v. FIELD—No. 2, 23rd November. 


HvuspanpD AND Wire—RestitvtTion or Consvucat RicGuts—DEMAND oN Be- 
> ~ T M] ° - 
HALF OF Wire—SiGNaturE ny Soxricrror—Divorce Court Ruxzs. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Butt, J., to grant a decree for 
restitution of conjugal rights on the petition of a wife. The husband 
did not appear. The affidavit filed with the petition set forth a registered 
letter written in June, 1888, by the wife’s solicitors, addressed to the 
husband, requiring him to return to cohabitation, and to restore to his wife 
her conjugal rights, and informing him that, in default of compliance with 
the demand, proceedings would be instituted against him for the purpose, 
without further notice. The affidavit also stated that the husband had 
not complied with the demand. Rule 175 of the Divorce Court Rules 
provides that, in the case of a petition for restitution of conjugal rights, 
“* the affidavit filed with the petition shall further state sufficient facts to 
satisfy one of the registrars that a written demand for cohabitation and 
restitution of conjugal rights has been made by the petitioner upon the 
party to be cited, and that after a reasonable opportunity for compliance 
therewith such cohabitation and restitution of conjugal rights has been 
withheld.” Butt, J., held that the affidavit was not sufficient, because 
rule 175 provided that the registrar should be satisfied that the written 
demand had been made by the petitioner, and his lordship understood 
that it had been the practice to require that the affidavit should contain 
a statement to thateffect. Butt, J., therefore declined to make a decree 
on the affidavit, but he allowed the case to stand over in order that the 
defect might be remedied. 


Tue Court (Corrox, Liypiey, and Bowen, L.JJ. i 
Butt, J. Corrox, LJ. ; pe Ey Oa me Age 





the court required that the written demand should be signed by the wife 
hereelf, but their lordships found, on inquiry, that such was not the case. 
On the true construction of rule 175 it was not necessary that the demand 
should be written by the petitioner—the person requiring the restitution 
of conjugal rights. The rule contained nothing which rendered such a 
course imperative. But, although this court considered that the rule 
laid down by Butt, J., Was erroneous, yet his lordship was not satiefied 
with the written demand in the present case. As a general rule a letter 
ought, in the first instance, to be written by the wife or on her behalf, 
stating that she was willing to return to her husband—such a letter es 
would be likely to lead to friendly negotiations. The first letter ought 
not to be, like that in the present case, a letter saying ‘If you do not 
take back your wife we shall commence proceedings to compel you to do 
so.’ Such a letter was not at all likely to lead to friendly negotiations. 
There should be some previous conciliatory letter, saying that the wife was 
willing to return to odahiiaiie. His lordship would not lay down any 
general rule as to what the written demand should be. It must depend 
upon the circumstances of each case. But the wife must be prepared to 
shew that she had asked the husband to restore to her her conjugal rights, 
and that he had refused, or had taken no notice of her request. Linpixy 
and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse1t, Bargrave Deane and Barnard. 
Soxicrrors, Crowders § Vizard. 


Re THE HULL AND BARNSLEY RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 24th November. 


Rattway Comranigs Act, 1867, s. 23—DgnenturE-HOLDER—Pxrionity— 
Proceeps or Sate or Surpivus Lanp. 


The question in this case was, whether the debenture-holders and 
holders of debenture stock of a railway company had, under section 23 of 
the Railway Companies Act, 1867, a right, which they did not previously 
possess (as was decided in Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway 
Co., L. R. 2 Ch. 201), to be paid out of the proceeds of the sale of surplus 
lands of the company in priority to other creditors of the company, in- 
cluding the judgment creditor on whose a — the sale of the land 
had been raade. Section 23 enacts that “ a money borrowed by a com- 
pany on mortgage or bond or debenture stock, under the provisions of 
any Act authorizing the borrowing thereof, shall have priority against the 
company, and the property for the time being of the company, over all 
other claims on account of any debts incurred or engagements entered into 
by them after the passing of this Act.’’ Chitty, J., held that the debenture- 
holders and the debenture stockholders were not entitled under section 23 
to any specific lien or charge on, or to be paid out of the proceeds of surplus 
lands sold under an order made at the instance of judgment creditors in 
priority to the other creditors of the company. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowsn, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. They said that it had been decided before the Act, in Gard- 
ner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co., that debenture-holders of 
a railway company had no charge on the surplus lands of the company, 
but merely on the undertaking—that is, on the railway as a a con- 
cern—‘‘ on the fruits of the growing tree,’’ to use the expression of Lord 
Cairns in that case. Independently, therefore, of section 23 of the Act 
of 1867, debenture-holders had no charge or lien on surplus lands, and, in 
their lordship’s opinion, that section did not give them alien or charge 
which they did not before possess. That section did not give them any 
new charge or any priority over judgment creditors of the company, but 
merely shewed what was to be done with moneys in the hands of the 
receiver under section 4,of the Act. When moneys had been received by a 
receiver appointed under section 4, or when the company was being 
wound up under the Railways Abandonment Act and the Companies Act, 
1862, or when there was a scheme of arrangement under the Act of 1867, 
then the priority given by section 23 arose in favour of debenture- 
holders; in other words, priority was given to them in all cases in which 
the assets of the company were being administered with reference to 
priority. Section 23 did not, however, give the debenture-holders any 
new charge on the company’s assets, and did not apply to such a case as 
the present so as to displace the rights of judgment creditors who had 
shewn diligence by issuing an e/egit and obtaining an order for the sale 
of surplus lands of the company.—CounsrL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Chad- 
wyck Healey ; Romer, Q.C., and R. M. Bray; Grosvenor Woods, Soxicrrors, 
Spencer Whitehead ; Hargrave ¢ Co. ; F. B. Moss. 


RESULTS OF APPEALS, 
Court or ArpEaL No. 1. 
Dec. 4.—TZhe Palinurus (appeal from the decision of Sir James Hannen, 
36 W. R. 768, 13 P. D. 14, 57 L, J. P, D. & A. 21, 58 L. T. 399).—Appeal 
dismissed. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
WALTON v. COOK—Kay, J., 29th November. 


Bankruptcy — Oomposirion— Surety ror Payment or INSTALMENTS— 
ANNULMENT OF ComposITIOon—DiscHarGe or SurETY—Bankrvurtcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s, 18 (11). 


This case raised the question as to the effect of an order of the Court 
of Bankruptcy annulling a composition on the liability of a surety for the 
payment of the instalments due in pursuance of the composition. The 
debtor having filed a petition in bankruptcy under the Act of 1883, on 
which a receiving order was made, his creditors passed a resolution, sub- 
ject to the approval of the court, accepting a composition payabie by 
instalments, such composition to be secured to the satisfaction of the 


, said that Butt, J., thought that the practice of } official receiver, and they appointed the defendant trustee to receive and 
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distribute the dividend. The plaintiff agreed to become the required 
surety, and a deed was entered into between the plaintiff, the debtor, 
and the defendant, by which the plaintiff assigned to the defendant cer- 
tain property as security for the composition, with a proviso that though, 
as between the debtor and the plaintiff, the latter was only a surety, yet 
as between the plaintiff and the defendant the plaintiff was to be con- 
sidered as principal debtor. This security, and the resolutions, were 
approved by the court. Default being made in payment of the instal- 
ments, on the application of a creditor, under section 18 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, the debtor was adjudged a bankrupt, and it was ordered that the 
composition should be annulled. Section 18 (11) provides that such 
annulment shall be ‘‘ without prejudice to the validity of any sale, dis- 
position, or payment duly made, or thing duly done under or in pursuance 
of the composition.’’ 

Kay, J., held that upon the annulment of the composition the liability 
of the plaintiff under the deed was discharged.—Covnset, Renshaw, Q.C, 
and Hadley ; Ince, Q.0., H. Reed, and A. Rowden. Soutcrrors, Walker 
$ Whitfield, for A. W. Pearce, Southampton; Wood, Bird, & Wood, for Reed 
§ Cook, Bridgwater. 





REYNOLDS v. PIPKIN—Chitty, J., 5th December. 
Srecivric PERrFORMANCE—SALE or Lire INTEREST IN Trust Monigs— 
Provision aGatnst Risk py VARIATION OF INVESTMENTS. 


This was an action for specific performance of a contract. It appeared 
that the contract in question was contained in letters between the parties, 
and was for the sale by the plaintiff of his life interest under a settle- 
ment to an insurance company. The settlement contained a provision 
that the investments of the funds comprised therein should not be varied 
without the consent of the plaintiff and his wife. Amongst the letters 
was one that the risk of possible diminution of the income of the fund 
could be guarded against by a covenant by the vendor and his wife not 
to give the necessary consent to the trustees of the settlement to vary the 
investment without the concurrence of the company. Amongst other 
objections taken by the company to the completion of the purchase was 
one to the effect that, the covenant proposed being a negative one, and 
also one which was not binding on the vendor’s wife, would be an 
insufficient protection. 

Cuitty, J., said that such a covenant was, of course, not an absolute 
security against incurring any risk as to the investments being changed. 
Of course, the trustees might vary the investments, disregarding the 
consent required by the settlement. That would be a breach of trust. 
Or the trustees might vary them with the consent of the vendor and his 
wife, either acting in collusion with them or not. The court, however, 
could not take into account what might be called theoretical objections. 
Morecver, the stipulation that such a covenant should be given was one 
of the terms which the purchaser accepted when accepting the contract. 
He, therefore, held that, subject to an inquiry as to title, the plaintiff 
was entitled to judgment for specific performance. The costs of the 
action would abide the event of the inquiry.—Oounset, Romer, Q.C., and 
B. B. Rogers; Maclean, Q.0., and Lemon. 
Fargus ; G. F. Hudson ; Matthews § Co. 


Re 8. E. JAY (Deceased)—Chitty, J., 6th December. 
Construction — Legacy to Punic Socrery — Cuarirty. 


In this case the question arose as to the validity of a legacy of £1,000 
bequeathed by a testatrix to the Rev. R. A, Chudleigh for the benefit of 
the Society for Suppressing Cruelty by United Prayer, and for accomplish- 
ing its purposes. It appeared that the testatrix had founded the society 
in 1876, and that it had had at various times some thousands of members. 
Tbere were no rules of the society beyond this, that the members were to buy 
a 2d. card and use a prayer which was written on the card of membership. 
The business of the society was conducted by the testatrix at her own 
home, and she received the fees, but published no accounts, and herself 
paid the necessary sums for printing, and advertising the society. The 
testatrix also published an annual, to which members of the society con- 
tributed tales about animals, and the cover of which was illustrated with 
animals, some of the figures being in illustration of the horrors of vivi- 
section. For two or three years previously to the death of the testatrix the 
annual had ceased to be published, the testatrix being too ill to attend to her 
society. The residuary legatees contended that the society in truth had 
never had any existence, but was a mere name given by the testatrix to 
her private undertaking, and that, if it had, it was not a charity; and 
that the gift was therefore void, as being to create a perpetuity, or that it 
was void for ambiguity. The legatee, on the other hand, submitted that 
the gift was for an existing society ; and that, if there was no society, it 
was a gift either for charitable or for benevolent objects. 

Curry, J., said that on the face of the will the gift was to a particular 
society. Therefore if at the date of the death of the testatrix the society 
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had ceased to exist, the ordinary doctrine of lapse would apply unless the | 


gift could be shewn to be to a society which was a charity. He held on the 
evidence that the testatrix was in truth the society itself. She conducted 
its whole business and was not responsible to its members for moneys re- 
ceived, or for itsmanagement, At her death thesociety ended. Then the 
question arose whether there was a charitable gift. In The University of 
London v. Barrow, 1 De G. & J. 72, it was held that a gift to a 
hospital for animals was a charity. But the gift here was rather for the 
improvement of the persons praying privately for the objects stated under 
the name of the society than for the suppression of cruelty to animals by 
ordinary means. This was not a purpose of general utility within the 
Statute of Elizabeth or in analogy with that statute. The gift therefore 
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Byrne, Q.C., and C. E. Bovill ; Badcock ; Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrirors, &. W. 
Johnson § Sons ; Solicitors to the Treasury. 


Re JOHN EDMONDS'S PATENT~-North, J., lst December. 


Parent—Petirion ror Revocatron—Drrections as TO Prace or Trrar— 
JuRispicTIoN—Patents, Desions, AND Trapge-Marks Act, 1883, ss. 19, 
26, 283—R. 8S. C., XXXVI, 1; XXX, 1. 

This was a petition for the revocationof a patent. Anapplication was 
now made by the petitioner for a direction that the petition thould be 
tried at the next assizes at Birmingham before a judge without a jury. 
Section 26 of the Patents Act, 1883, provides that proceedings for the 
revocation of a patent shall be by petition. By section 19:—‘‘In an 
action for infringement of a patent, and in a proceeding for revocation of 
a patent, the court or a judge may at any time order that the patentee 
shall, subject to such terms as to costs and otherwise as the court ora 
judge may impose, be at liberty to apply at the Patent Office for leave to 
amend his specification by way of disclaimer, and may direct that in the 
meantime the trial or hearing of the action shall be postponed.” By 
sub-section 5 of section 26:—‘‘The plaintiff must deliver with his 
petition particulars of the objections on which he means to rely, and no 
evidence shall, except by leave of the court or a judge, be admitted in 
proof of any objection of which particulars are not so delivered.” By 
sub-section (7) :—‘‘The defendant shail be entitled to begin, and give 
evidence in support of the patent, and, if the plaintiff gives evidence im- 
peaching the validity of the patent, the defendant shall be entitled to 
reply.”” By section 28:—‘‘In an action or proceeding for infringement 
or revocation of a patent, the court may, if it thinks fit, and shall, om the 
request of either of the parties to the proceeding, call in the aid of an 
assessor specially qualified, and try and hear the case wholly or partially 
with his assistance; the action shall be tried without 4 jury, unless the 
court shall otherwise direct.’”? It was submitted that, having regard to 
the language of these sections, a petition for the revocation of a patent 
is really an action, and that, consequently, the power given to the 
court by rule 1 of order 36 of the R. S. C., 1883, to fix the place of trial 
of an ‘‘action’’ applied. At any rate, if the petition was not an 
‘*action,’”’ it was a ‘‘ matter,’ and rule 1 of order 30 provides that ‘‘in 
every cause or matter’? a summons for directions may be taken out at 
any time by any party, with respect to (inter alia) ‘‘ place of trial.”’ 

Nortu, J., made the order asked for, but said that it would not prevent 
the judge before whom the petition should come for trial from acting 
upon his own view of his jurisdiction.—Counsgt, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Ralph Griffin. Soxrtcrrors, Davidson § Morriss. 


BUCHAN v. HILL—North, J., 30th November. 


Sray or Action—Secuuity ror Costs—Action By UNDISCHARGED 
BANKRUPT. 

This was a motion by two of the defendants that the action might be 
stayed as against them altogether, or, in the alternative, that it might be 
stayed until the plaintiff should have given security for costs. The 
plaintiff was an undischarged bankrupt, and the action was brought for 
an account of partnership dealings between the plaintiff and the defend- 
ants (three in number) under an agreement entered into since the date of 
the adjudication. It was contended that the plaintiff’s right to sue was 
vested in the trustee in the bankruptcy. 

Nortu, J., said that, unless the trustee intervened, the plaintiff was 
entitled to sue without him, and, there being nothing to shew that the 
trustee was the real plaintiff, security for costs would not be required. 
He refused the motion.—CounsEt, Clayton; Marten, Q.C., and Bramwell 
Davis; Tanner. Soutcrrors, Thompson § Ward; Smith § Co.; H. W. 
Chatterton. 


Re COMMERCIAL BANK OF LONDON—Stirling, J., 9th November and 
lst December. 
Comrany—WInvinc-vr Orper—Previous Deatu or Psritionern—Re- 
VIVOR,. 

An order for the winding up of this company was made on the 9th of 
June last, but the petitioner having died on the 8th of June such order 
was ineffectual. The legal personal representative of the petitioner now 
asked for an order for revivor. Reliance was placed on his behalf on Re 
Dynevor Collieries Co. (W. N., 1878, p. 199), Re Atkin’s Estate (24 W. R. 39, 
1 Ch. D. 82), and Mackenzie v. Gear (4h. App. 22). 

Srietinc, J., made the order for revivor, and then a fresh order for 
winding up the company. 

It having afterwards been called to his lordship’s attention that the 
first winding-up order had been passed and entered, and should con- 
sequently have been discharged when the second was made, his lordship 
discharged the first order and made a fresh order for the winding up of 
the company.—CounseL, Beddall; Emden. Souscrrors, Eldred § Bignold ; 
Whitfield § Richardson. 


Re KILHAM, KILHAM v, KILHAM—Stirling, J., 23rd November. 


ADMINISTRATION—FORECLOSURE—SALE—FORECLOSURE ABSOLUTE OF Parts 
nor Soup. 


This application was made in five actions, the first of which was an 
action for administration, and the other four actions for foreclosure. An 
order for sale had been made in the administration action, and the 
properties had been put up for sale, but only a portion of them had been 
sold. Judgment for foreclosure was given in the tirst foreclosure action 
on the 12th of December, 1887. The chief clerk, by his certificate, dated 


failed and fell into the residue.—Covnset, Romer, Q.C., and W. G. Robinson ; | the 15th of March, 1888, found that £8,188 143. was due, and the day for 
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Dec. 8, 1888. 
redemption was the 10th of September, 1888, when £8,342 9s. 4d. became | 1880. The mortgagor was adjudicated a bankrupt in 1882; the tenant 
due. The portion of the property comprised in that action which was | for life died in 1885. The mo: claimed to prove in the bankruptcy 
sold realized £1,880. In the second foreclosure action judgment was given | for the gross amount due under the covenant at the death of the tenant 
on the 15th of December, 1887. The certificate was dated the 2lat of | for life, after deducting the value of their security. No claim was made 
March, 1888, and the sum found due was £4,617 1ls. 4d. The day for | for interest on the gross sum since the death of the tenant for life. The 
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redemption was the 2lst of September, 1888, when £4,704 18s. 11d. | trustee in the bankruptcy rejected the proof so far as it consisted of in- 


became due. The part of the property comprised in this action which 
was sold realized £3,220. Tn the third action the date of the judgment 


was the 16th of December, 1887, and of the certificate the 19th of March, | 


1888. The sum found due was £8,177 10s. 3d. The day for redemption was 
the 19th of September, 1888, when £8,332 16s. 11d. became due. In the 
last of the foreclosure actions the judgment was dated the 17th of Decem- 
ber, 1887, and the certificate the 21st of March, 1888, and the sum found 
due was £6,161 13s. 9d. The day for redemption was the 21st of September, 
1888, when £6,307 63. 3d. became due. The properties comprised in the 
third and fourth actions had been put up for sale but not sold. The pre- 
sent application asked, on behalf of the mortgagees, for an order for 
foreclosure absolute of the parts not sold. It was argued on behalf of 
the mortgagor’s representatives that further time should be given to 
enable the remaining properties to be again offered for sale. 

Sriruinc, J., made the order asked for, the plaintiffs adopting, 
and undertaking to carry out, the sale of the properties which had been 
sold.—Counsg1, Fischer, Q.C., and Arthur Jackson; Eastwick. Soxictrors, 
Wing & Du Cane, for F. ¢ E. H. Jackson, Wisbeach; Bonner, Wright, 
Thompson, § Co., for Bonner, Calthrop, § Bonner, Spalding. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SCHOFIELD v. HINCKS—29th November. 
BANKRUPTCY—DiscLatmeR oF Lease—Breacu or Contract ny Trustre— 
PersonaL Liantuity or Trustge—CounTer-cLam For IMPROVEMENTS— 
AcricutturaL Hotprnes Act, 1883, s. 8—Banxkruptcy Act, 1883, s. 55, 

SUB-SECTION 2. 
In this case a trustee in bankruptcy had entered into possession of 
certain farm land held by the bankrupt from his landlord on the 


| terest on the original debt uccrued subsequently to the date of the ad- 
| judication. 
Tue Oovrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorrs, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
| decision of the trustee. Lord Esxer, M.R., said that, as between the 
| mortgagor and the mortgagees, the liability of the former on the covenant 
| was for one indivisible sum, for which they could have sued him at law as 
| one debt, and a court of equity would not have interfered. But in bank- 
ruptcy the rule was settled in the time of Lord Hardwicke that, unless 
there was a surplus, a proof conld not be admitted for interest accrued 
due since the date of the adjudication, and the recent Bankruptcy Acts, 
| which had extended the right of proof to future and contingent liabilities, 
| had not altered this rule. Ex parte Robinson (31 L. J. Bkcy. 12) and Ez 
| parte Bath (24 Ch. D. 450) were similar cases to the present, and were dis- 
tinct authorities that the Court of Bankruptcy would split a gross sum 
| like this into two, and would disallow the proof so far as the gross 
|amount was composed of interest. Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., con- 
| curred.—CovunsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and J. 7. Prior; Winch, Q.C., 
po Woolf, and Ringwood. Soricrtors, J. E, Fox § Co. ; Lumley § 
| Lumley. 


| Re DIXON & CARDUS, Ex parte DIXON & CARDUS—C. A. No. 1, 23rd 
November. 


Bankrurtcy—Rascission or Recetving OrpgR—JvRIspDICTION or JUDGE 
—APPEAL—SCHEME OUTSIDE Provisions oF Act—Bankrurtcy Act, 
1883, s. 18. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of the Divisional Court (Lord Cole- 
| ridge, C.J., and Cave, J) (37 W. R. 79) to rescinda receiving order which had 
| been made against two debtors (partners) on their own petition. An action 
| had been brought in the Chancery Division against the debtors and other 

defendants by beneficiaries under the will of a former partner in the 
business, and in this action the plaintiffs obtained the appointment of a 
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terms that he should cultivate according to the custom of the country. receiver and manager of the business. The receiver took possession of the 
By that custom the fenant was bound to consume on the land all the hay | joint assets and carried on the business, and in consequence of this the 
and straw raised théredn. The trustee, while in possession and before dis- | debtors were unable to pay certain debts of the firm for which judgments 
claimer, removed and sold a certain quantity of the hay grown on the | had been recovered against them, and they filed a bankruptcy petition, 
land, and after the sale disclaimed the lease under the provisions of the | under which a receiving order was made against them. According to their 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, The landlord sued the trustee for the wrongful | statement of affairs they were not insolvent, but the joint assets consider- 
sale of the hay, and the trustee set up the defence that he was protected | ably exceeded the joint liabilities, though the assets were not available by 





by sub-section 2 of section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. He further 
counter-claimed for compensation due to the bankrupt under the pro- 
visions of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, for unexhausted improve- 
ments. 

Tux Court (Lord Cotertmner, C.J., and Manisty, J.) held that he was 
not protected by the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act, nor entitled to 
recover on the counter-claim. Lord Coteriper said that the trustee, in 
breach of the contract between the bankrupt and his landlord, had sold 
the hay, and he could not be allowed to prejudice seriously the farm lands 
and then disclaim. The section only meant that he could not be made 
answerable for things happening during his holding under the lease. The 
section did not apply where wrongful acts were done which would give a 
right to compensation against the person acting. The Legislature never 
intended that a trustee should be permitted in this fashion practically to 
destroy the value of a farm during the year and then disclaim. The claim 
for unexhausted improvements he might have supported if he had re- 
mained tenant to the end of the term and given the proper notice to the 
landlord. Ue could not take the advantages without the burdens. He 
should have followed the procedure pointed out by the Act. Manisry, J., 
concurred, and said that the property disclaimed was the lease, and not the 
hay, which had been wrongfully sold. As to the other point the Act 
pointed out the remedy which the trustee or his representative was bound 
to follow.—CounseL, Toller; Sills. Soxicrrors, Fitzpaine, for Hincks, 
Leicester ; Collison, Pritchard, § Greene. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte HOPE, Re FANE—C. A. No. 1, 30th November. 


Proor in BANKRUPTCY—InTEREST ACCRUED DUE SINCE Date or ADsvUDICA- 
TION—CovENANT TO Pay Lump Sum Consistinc or Principat AnD In- 
TEREST—DIvIsIBILITy OF CovENANT. 


The question in this case was, whether a sum due upon a covenant, that 
sum consisting, as the deed containing the covenant shewed, in part of 
principal and in part of interest, could be proved in the bankruptcy of 
the covenantor, so far as it consisted of interest accrued due subsequently 
to the date of the adjudication. A mortgage of a freehold vested re- 
version contained a covenant by the mortgagor with the mortgagees 
that he would, at the expiration of six months after the death of the 
tenant for life, pay to them the original capital sum advanced by them 
‘‘ with interest thereon at five per cent. per annum, capitalized at com- 
pound interest,” until the death of the tenant for life, by half-yearly 
rests, ‘‘ the aggregate of which shall form the capital sum arising under 
these presents ”’ at the death of the tenant for life, “‘and interest at the 
rate of six per cent. on the said capital sum owing at the death ’’ of the 
tenant for life ‘‘from the date of such death.’’ And the proviso for 
redemption corresponded with this covenant. The mortgage was dated in 


reason of the Chancery action. Terms had been arranged for the com- 
promise of the action, but, some of the plaintiffs being under disability, 
those terms could not be carried out without the sanction of the Chancery 
Division. As a prelimi to making an application for that sanction it 
was desired to have the receiving order in bankruptcy rescinded. All the 
creditors who were mentioned in the statement of affairs had given their 
written consent to the rescission. The official receiver had stated that he 
had no complaint to make of the conduct of the debtors. The Divisional 
Court affirmed the order of the Southampton County Court, refusing to 
rescind the receiving order. 

Tue Court (Lord Esugr, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said it was not denied that the court had 
jurisdiction to grant the application. But they had a discretion in the 
matter; they had exercised their discretion, and this was a reason why 
the Court of Appeal should not interfere. It had been strongly urged 
that the proposed scheme of compromise could not be carried out under 
section 18 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. His lordship was not sure that 
it could not, if it would be beneficial for the creditors. But, assuming that 
it could not, then the Court of Bankruptcy was being asked to sanction a 
scheme which it could not retain under its own control. If the scheme 
should fail, what was to be done? It was said that any creditor could 
then file another bankruptcy petition. Would that be for the benefit of 
the creditors? His lordship thought the court ought not to relinquish its 
control unless it could be certain that the scheme would necessarily be 
carried out. Fry, L.J., thought that it was the intention of the Legisla- 
ture that proceedings in bankruptcy should go on in the ordinary course, 
unless an end was put to them by means of a scheme of arrangement ora 
composition under section 18. He would not say that under no circum- 
stances could the court discharge a receiving order upon the foo of 
some other scheme of arrangement, though he should himself pause long 
before doing so. Section 18 imposed certain conditions, and provided for 
the exercise of certain discretions, which the Legislature considered to be 
for the benefit of creditors. If the scheme could not be brought 
within section 18, that was a very strong reason for thinking that it was 
not one which the court ought to sanction as a bar to bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings. His lordship was not satisfied that the Divisional Court had 
exercised their discretion wrongly. The carrying out of the scheme would 
be left to the discretion of the judge of the Chancery Division, who would 
not be acting in the interest of the creditors. Lorgs, L.J., concurred.— 
CounseL, Yate Lee; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Soxtcrroxrs, 
Harting, Son, § Ellis ; Solicitor to Board of Trade. 


Ex parte HARPER, R: GOLDRING—C.A. No. 1, 2nd November. 
Bankruptcy Notice—Ricur to Issue—Trustgzs IN Bankruptcy oF 
Jupement OrngEpiror—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, 8. 4, sun-szctiom 1 (g). 

The question in this case was, whether a bankruptcy notice in respect of 
a judgment debt could be issued by the trustee in the bankruptcy of the 
creditor who had obtained the judgment. The debt had not been fully 
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satisfied before the bankruptcy, and the trustee applied for leave to issue 
« bankruptcy notice against the debtor in respect of the unpaid balance. 
Mr. Registrar Linklater refused the application, on the ground that the 
Court of Appeal bad decided in Ex parte Blanchett (30 Soriciroxs’ JourNAL, 
470, 17 Q. B. D. 303), that the only person who could issue a bank- 
ruptcy notlce, other than the creditor who had obtained the judgment, 
was the legal personal representative of the creditor. In that case it was 
held that the assignee by contract of a judgment debt could not issue a 
bankruptcy notice in respect of it. It was argued on the appeal that the 
trustee in a bankruptcy represents the bankrupt, in the same sense and 
to the same extent as an executor represents his testator. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the trustee in a bankruptcy 
was an assignee of the bankrupt, and Ex parte Blanchett had decided that 
an assignee of the judgment creditor could not issue a bankruptcy notice, 
because he could not bring himself within the words of the statute, which 
was the only authority for issuing a bankruptcy notice. 
that the case came within the spirit of the decision in Ez parte Woodall 
(32 W. R. 774, 13 Q. B. D. 479), that the executor of a judgment creditor 
could issue a bankruptcy notice. But in Ez parte Blanchett his lordship, 
after consulting the judges who decided Ez parte Woodall, stated that the 
principle of their decision was that, ‘‘ inasmuch as the personal representa- 
tive of a deceased judgment creditor might formerly have been made a 
party to the record in an action brought by the creditor, such a representa- 
tive might fairly be said to be within the words of sub-section 1 (g). But 
they all said that they meant to go no further, and they all agreed that 
it would be extremely dangerous to carry the words of the sub-section any 
further.”” An assignee was not in the same position as an executor, and 
there was no ground for such an assertion. It made no difference whether 
an assignee was such by express contract or by operation of law; he 
could not issue a bankruptcy notice. Ex parte Woodall would not be ex- 
tended. Fry, L.J., concurred. He pointed out that if the bankrupt 
had obtained his discharge the judgment debtor might have a counter- 
claim against him upon a contract entered into subsequently to the 
discharge—a counter-claim which could not have been set up in the 
original action, and that counter-claim could not be set up against the 
trustee. Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—Covnse1, F. Cooper Willis. Soxicrror, 
A. T. Smith. 


Solicitors’ Cases, 


NEWBOULD v. BAILWARD. PARKER v. BLENKHORN—H.L., 
29th November. 


Soric1ror—Costs—Taxation—Scate Fre ror ‘' Conpvuctinc SALE By 
Avction ’’—AvcTIONEER Parp ny Cirent—Sourcirrors’ REMUNERATION 
Orpver, Avovst, 1882, rk. 4; scHepuLE I., part I., rx. 11 


These were appeals against two orders of the Court of Appeal, respec- 
tively reported as Re Newhould (36 W. R. 161, 32 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 92, 
20 Q. B. D. 204) and Re Parker (32 Soricrrons’ Jovrnat, 440). Rule 2 of 
the Remuneration Order provides that the remuneration of a solicitor in 
respect of sales, purchases, leases, mortgages, settlements, and other 
matters of conveyancing, and in respect of other business, not being 
business in any action, c., ‘‘is to be regulated as follows’’—namely, 
(a) In respect of sales, purchases, and mortgages completed, the 
remuneration of the solicitor is to be that prescribed in part I. of schedule 
I. to the Order, and to be subject to the regulations therein contained. 
Clause (4) prescribes the remuneration in respect of leases. By clause (e), 
‘*In respect of business not hereinbefore provided for, connected with 
any transaction the remuneration for which, if completed, is hereinbefore, 
or in schedule I. hereto, prescribed, but which is not in fact completed, 
and in respect of settlements, &c., . , and in respect of all other 
business, the remuneration for which is not hereinbefore, or in schedule I. 
hereto, prescribed, the remuneration is to be regulated according to the 
present system as altered by schedule II. hereto.’’ Rule 4 provides that 
‘the remuneration prescribed by schedule I. to this Order is not to 
include (inter alia) auctioneers’ charges.’’ And rule 11 in Part I. of 
schedule I. provides that ‘‘the scale for conducting a sale by auction 
shall apply only in cases where no commission is paid by the client to an 
auctioneer.” In both cases the question was whether a solicitor, who 
had been employed by a client in relation to the sale of property, an 
auctioneer having been employed to conduct the sale, and having been 
paid by the client (in the one case a commission, in the other a lump 
sum)—whether the solicitor, though he could not claim the scale fee for 
conducting the sale, was entitled to be remunerated (under schedule II.) 
for work done by him in relation to the sale which was not included in 
that for which the auctioneer had been paid. In both cases the Court 
of Appeal held that the solicitor was not entitled to any remuneration 
for this work, thus in effect overruling the decision of North, J., in Re 
Faulkner (31 Sourcrtors’ Jovrnat, 661, 36 W. R. 59, 36 Ch. D 569). 

Tue Hovse or Lorps (Lord Hatszury, L.C., Lord Watson and Lord 
MACNAGHTEN) reversed the decision. Lord Aausnvry, L.C., said that the 
question was, whether the true construction of the Remuneration Order 
was this, that, whenever the business done by a solicitor for a client was 
the subject of taxation, and the particular scale did not apply, it was to 
be added by construction that, if the scale did not apply, no other remu- 
neration should be recoverable by the solicitor. His yd Ret could find 
nothing justifying such an interpretation either in the Remuneration Act 
or in the Order and the rules contained in it. ‘The scheme of the statute 
and of the General Order — to me to be intelligible enough, that in 
respect of certain specific business, which may or may not vary in the 
amount and degree of care and experience required in the performance 


It was argued | 


of it, but in respect of which it is possible to prescribe beforehand what 
shall be a reasonable amount for such business so done—that in respect of 
all business coming within the scale, which is by the statute and the Order 
applied to such business, that shall be the amount of remuneration which 
shall be recoverable. The statute did not mean, and the Order did not 
purport to enact, that those scales shall be exhaustive. On the contrary, 
in rule 2 (c) there is the express exception of ‘ business not herein- 
before provided for.’ That clause, in substance, enacts that such 
business shall be charged for as heretofore, although that is qualified 
by the expression ‘as altered by schedule II. hereto.’ Schedule II, 
provides, not exhaustively, but only in respect of certain matters, a change 
in the actual amount of the charges to be made, and it leaves untouched 
a very large class of business which is to be = for according to the 
previously-existing system. The problem to be solved is whether the 
word ‘regulated’ in rule 2, and the words ‘subject to the regulations 
therein contained’ in rule 2 (a), or the language of rule 11 in 
schedule I., do or do not comprehend within them the implied (it is 
certainly not expressed) enactment that no other charges shall be 
recoverable. It is agreed that, by virtue of rule 11, the present case is 
not one to which the scale for conducting a sale applies. The latter part 
of the same rule provides that, ‘in cases of sales under the Lands Clauses 
Act, the scale shall not apply.’ If the same construction 1s to be given 
to the latter part of this rule—‘ shall not apply’—which it is contended 
ought to be given to the same words in the earlier part of the rule, it 
would reduce the construction of the rule to an absurdity. If the scale 
does not apply to sales under the Lands Clauses Act, and you are to add 
the words ‘no remuneration whatever shall be recoverable,’ which are the 
words which it is sought to introduce by construction into the earlier, part 
of the rule, the result will be that, for some reason which no one has been 
able to assign, the Legislature have taken away from professional men 
engaged in such transactions all remuneration for conducting sales under 
the Lands Clauses Act. That is too absurd a construction to be insisted 
on, and, if so, why, in one part of ihe very same clause, dealing with the 
same subject-matter, are the words ‘shall not apply’ to be understvod in 
a totally different sense from that in which they are to be understood in 





| another part?’’ His lordship added that the decisions as to the remunera- 


tion in respect of leases, whether they were right or wrong, did not apply to 
the present case. He continued, ‘‘ If the scale applies, the solicitor seeking to 


| recover is bound by the scale. Wherever you have established scale work, the 


| solicitor can only recover scale charges. 


| fee is payable under the terms of that schedule. 


| into two parts or stages. 


But the statute leaves uncovered 
everything except that to which, by the statute and the rules made there- 
under, the scale applies. I am unable to adopt the language of the 
Master of the Rolls in Re Newbould :—‘ The solicitor, therefore, is only 
entitled to be paid according to the scale in schedule I., part {. If he 
can bring himself within any part of that scale, he is entitled to fees 
according to that scale. If he cannot, he is not entitled to be paid 
anything.’ I cannot find any trace of such a meaning in the statute or the 
rules.’ Lord Warson said, ‘* The effect of the General Order, when read 
together with its schedules and rules, appears to me to be simply this, that 
solicitors employed to sell property, who do not avail themselves of their 
right to elect under rule 6 of the Order, become entitled to remuneration 
according to the existing system as altered by schedule II., except in the case 
of professional work to which schedule I. applies, and for which a scale 
The constantly re- 
curring expression, that the scale ‘shall not apply,’ cannot, in my opinion, 
be reasonably interpreted as signifying that, in cases where the scale is in- 
applicable, the solicitor is to be deprived of all remuneration for his work.”’ 
Lord MacnacuTen said, ‘I cannot agree with the Court of Appeal that no 
distinction is to be found in the Remuneration Order between the treat- 
ment of business connected with sales, and the treatment of business con- 
nected with leases. It appears to me that there is a very marked anda 
very important distinction. All the business connected with a lease, from 
the commencement of the transaction down to the completion, is treated 
as one single operation to be remunerated by one charge. The business 
connected with a sale (whether by private contract or by auction) is divided 
There is the preliminary stage, which extends 
no further than the making of the contract of sale. There is the final 
stage, which covers the deduction of title and the perusal and completion 
of the conveyance, and includes (as more properly belonging to that stage 
of the transaction) the preparation of the contract or conditions of sale, if 
any. For each of these two parts of the business a separate charge is pre- 
scribed in the scale schedule. _If a solicitor is within the scale as regards 
one of these parts, is he not to be remunerated for his services in regard to 
the other part of the transaction, unless he can bring himself within the 
scale as regards that part also? That is the whole question. There is 
some obscurity in the language of the Order. No doubt it would have 
been clearer if, in the scale schedule, a note had been'appended in the first 
column to the effect that, when the scale did not apply, the solicitor’s re- 
muneration in respect of business which would be covered by the scale fee, 





if the scale applied, was to be regulated according to the old system as 
| altered by schedule II. But that is, I think, the true effect of the Order, 
| when the scale schedule is read in connection with rule 2 and rule 11. I 
think that the decision of North, J., in Re Faulkner was right.’’—Covnse1, 
| Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., Arthur Gates, and F. C. Phillips ; Lumley Smith, Q.C., 
| and G. E. S. Fryer; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and RB. 8. Wright ; Cozens- Hardy 
Q.C., and Oswald. Soxsicrrors, W. Newbould ; 8. Learoyd § James ; Parker, 
Garrett, § Parker ; A. M. Bradley, for Berry § Berry, Huddersfield. 


Re C., A SOLICITOR—C. A. No. 2, 29th November. 
Soricrror— Costs— TaxaTion— ORDER oF CourszE— PAYMENT SPECIAL 
COIrkcuMSTANCES. 

The question in this case was whether taxation of a bill of costs could 
be obtained by an order of course. Money was advanced on the security 








> 


hat 
t of 


lich 
not 
ary, 
“in- 
uch 
fied 


nge 
hed 
the 
the 
ons 

in 
t is 


é is 
art 
1Ses 
ven 
ded 
, it 
ale 
add 
the 
part 
een 
nen 
der 
ited 
the 
lin 
lin 
Ta. 
y to 
z to 
the 
red 
Te- 
the 
nly 


fees 
aid 
the 
ead 
hat 
1eir 
‘ion 
VASE 
sale 


ion, 
in- 
k.”? 
; no 
at- 
Ol- 
da 
‘om 
ted 
Less 
ded 
nds 
inal 
ion 


», if 
re- 
rds 
1 to 
the 
e is 
ave 
irst 
re- 
fee, 
, as 
ler, 

I 


sEL, 
rd 
ker, 
IAL 


uld 
rity 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 95 








Dec. 8, 1888, 
of a mortgage of a leasehold house, and also on the security of a bill of 
sale. The bill of sale was realized in June, 1888, the goods being bought 
partly by one Jones. At the same time Jones agreed with the mortgagee 
that, as soon as his power of sale in the mortgage deed became exercise - 
able, he (Jones) would purchase the leasehold house for such a sum us 
should be equal to the amount due to the mortgagee for principal, interest, 
and costs. C. acted as solicitor for the mortgagee. The power of 
sale became exerciseable in July, 1888, and C. wrote several letters 
pressing Jones to complete the purchase. On the 2lst of August C. 
delivered an account to Jones’ solicitor, shewing the amount due to the 
mortgagee to be £320, and demanded completion on the 23rd of August. 
This sum included two bills of costs due to O. as the mortgagee’s 
solicitor, amounting together to more than £50. On the 23rd of August 
Jones and his solicitor attended at C.’s office to complete, and asked 
to see the bills of costs. C. said that they had not been made out, 
but insisted on completion on pain of the matter going over altogether. 
Ultimately Jones paid the £320, upon C. giving to his solicitor a letter 
to this effect :—‘‘The sum of £320 this day paid includes two bills of 
costs to the amount of £56 odd. Itis understood that the payment of 
the said £320 shall not preclude taxation, if desired.” Soon afterwards, 
C. delivered to Jones’ solicitor the two bills of costs mentioned in the 
account, and, as they did not quite come up to the estimated amount, he 
sent a cheque for the balance. On the first day after the Long Vacation 
Jones obtained an order of course for the taxation of the bills, as a third 
party liable to pay them. CO. moved to discharge the order, on the 
ground that the costs had been paid, and the taxation order was obtained 
by a party not liable to pay them. North, J., held that there had been 
no payment within the meaning of the Solicitors Act, and that there were 
no special circumstances such as to compel Jones to pruceed by a special 
application. 

Tur Court (Corton, Linpizy, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linviey, L.J., intimated an opinion that, even if the order of course had 
been the wrong form of order, C.’s letter precluded him from taking 
the objection.— Appellant in person. CovunsEL ror Responpent, J. R. 
Brooke. Souicrror, W. H. Herbert. 


IRVING v. SANGER—Q. B. Div., 30th November. 


Sotictror—UnNQvuatirieD Person Actinc as—Costs—ReEcovery BY CLIENT 
—37 & 38 Vict. c. 68, s. 12. 


In this case the question arose as to the right of a plaintiff to recover 
costs on a judgment where the person who practically conducted the 
case on her behalf was an unqualified person, though he had carried on 
the proceedings in the name of a solicitor. 

Tue Covrt (Huppieston, B., and Hawxrns, J.) found, on the evidence 
before them, that the solicitor was a mere stalking-horse, and that 
W. had throughout acted as a solicitor, not being duly qualified, and 
that, therefore, according to the provisions of the Solicitors Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vict. c. 68), s. 12, as interpreted in Fowler v. Monmouthshire 
Railway Co. (27 W. R. 659), the plaintiff was not entitled to recover 
costs against the defendant, although the proceedings hud been carried on 
in the name of a duly qualified solicitor.—Counsgi, R. Vaughan Williams ; 
Winch, QC., and Morton Smith. Soxtcrrors, Low; Tilson. 








THE CHANCERY REGISTRARS. 
We have been requested to publish the following correspondence :— 


**15, Walbrook, E.C. 
** London, 27th November, 1888. 

‘*My Lord,—As I may have been originally responsible for many of the 
recommendations which have since been carried out in the High Court, 
which were embodied in two long communications I had the honour, 
several years ago, of addressing to your noble and learned predecessors, 
Lords Cairns and Hatherley, I beg now still more earnestly to point out 
the extravagant folly and waste of material which causes so much ill-will, 
irritation, discontent, and delay in the administration of the law. 

**You have no registrars in the Queen’s Bench Division; why have 
them in the Chancery? Every solicitor who comes into court with a case 
ought to come in with the order ready cut and dried that he asks for. 
Immediately judgment is given this should be signed by the judge, 
altered, if necessary, according to circumstances, and 8 duplicate kept by 
him for record. This would dispense with all the registrars and their 
clerks and save you £29,873 a year. This you could devote to more 
judges, chief clerks, and taxing masters—officers sadly wanting. In fact, 
some of the registrars would do for chief clerks and others for taxing 
masters. Of course, at first they would be new to the work, but they 
would soon learn it. At present the delay in their offices is most 
scandalous and oppressive. 

‘*On the 8th of August last judgment was pronounced by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich in the case I had before him. I could have drawn the order my- 
self on the record itself in court in five minutes. Would your lordship 
believe it? it took from the 8th of August to the 17th day of November 
instant for the registrar to do it, notwithstanding that my clerks were 
diligently in attendance at his office and on the defendants’ solicitors nearly 
every day, except during the Long Vacation, getting him todrawitup. In 
the meantime some of the defendants were becoming bankrupt and making 
away with their assets. Is this justice? Was it fair to the plaintiffs, who 
were defrauded of £30,000? Itis the suitor’s fees which pay the salaries 
of these officers. Can it be just to make them pay unnecessary money in 
order that a deaf ear may be turned to their entreaties ? 





‘*T was glad to read your admirable speech in the House of Lords and 
am convinced that from _ at least no suitor will go away with a just 
grievance unredressed. This horrible red-tapeism and unnecessary routiue 
of the registrar’s office have pelled upon the country for years. You will 
encounter much opposition in getting rid of them, but you may depend, I 
am sure, upon the support of Parliament. From time to time I have spoken 
to many M.P.’s, and there is but one opinion upon the subject. Curiously 
enough in some cases (further considerations) in Chancery the solicitor is 
obliged to bring in the form of order asked for. Why is this not done in 
all cases ? ‘“‘T have the honour to be, my lord, 

‘* Your lordship’s obedient servant, 

‘The Right Hon. Lord Halsbury.’’ **EpmunD Kiser. 


** House of Lords, 
** 29th November, 1888. 

‘* Sir, —I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of the 27th inst., and to say that the subject of the registrar's 
office was dealt with “4 the report of Lord Esher’s Committee on the 
Chancery Division which it is intended to carry out. 

**T am Sir, 
** Your obedient servant, 
“ K. Murr Mackenatr. 


‘* 3rd December, 1888. 

‘* My Lord,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your lord- 
ship’s letter of the 29th ult., but am sorry to say that the report of Lord 
Esher’s Committee, if carried out, will not prevent the tedious, wearisome, 
and unnecessary delay in the registrar’s office. That report makes many 
excellent recommendations, and in resolution 28 advises orders made in 
chambers to be drawn up by the chief clerks, and in resolution 31 that the 
certificates of the chief clerks be drawn by the solicitors. If certificates 
can be drawn | solicitors, why should not orders, both in chambers and 
in court? I will ask one of my friends in the House of Commons to raise 
this question the next time the estimates for law and justice come up for 
debate, because I am satisfied that both economy and efficiency will be 
promoted in the administration of justice in this way as much as in any 
other. ‘*Thave the honour to be, my lord, 

‘** Your lordship’s obedient servant, 
** The Right Hon. Baron Halsbury, ** Epmunp Kimper, 
** Lord High Chancellor.”’ 


‘*E. Kimber, Esq.’’ 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Seciety on Thursday, the 6th inst.—the following being present: Messrs. 
Sidney Smith (chairman), Gregory, Hedger, Lucas, Scadding, and Arthur 
Carpenter (secretary)—grants amounting to £25 were made to three non- 
members’ widows, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE MICHAELMAS FINAL HONOURS EXAMINATION. 


The aspirants for honours at the Michaelmas Honours Examination 
must admit that the papers were very fair, and sufficiently comprehensive 
to test their knowledge in the various subjects with which the examina- 
tion deals. The Conveyancing paper contained two questions on the 
Settled Land Act and one on the Bilis of Sale Acts. Two dealt with the 
comparatively recent cases of Hancock v. Hancock and Re Dickson, Hill v. 
Grant, while, on the other hand, the doctrines laid down in Dumpor’s case, 
and the point discussed in the appendix to Williams’ Real Property, sub- 
sequently decided in Cooper v. France, received the examiners’ attention. 
To students who had read Brett’s Leading Cases in Modern Equity the 
paper set by the Equity examiner would be comparatively easy, a at 
many points being asked either on the leading cases mentioned therein or 
in the notes appended to them, such as Carter v. Wake, General Credit and 
Discount Co. v. Glegg, Howe v. Dartmouth, Reid v. Reid, and Flower v. Lloyd. 
In some respects tne oe set in Common Law and Bankruptcy was easier 
than that set at the Pass Examination, more especially as regards the 
bankruptcy questions. The law of evidence received a little more atten- 
tion than usual. A knowledge of leading and recent cases would again be 
very serviceable. The paper in the additional subjects calls but for little 
comment. It is noticeable that the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878 (41 
Vict. c. 19), seems a special favourite with-examiners at the Final. 
The recent cases of Scott v. Sebright and Blozam v. Favre, &c., might be 
incorporated into answers to two of the questions. 


RECENT RESULTS AT THE SOLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS, 


At the recent November Final 240 entered, and 154 passed; at the 
Intermediate 302 entered, and 234 passed. At the June examination the 
number of entries were, for the Final, 370, for the Intermediate 255. The 
present examinations therefore shew a falling off for the Final, but a con- 
siderable increase at the Intermediate Examination. The percentage of 
failures at the Final have been 44.5 in April, 28.3 in June, and 40 in 
November ; at the Intermediate, 30.7 in April, 27.8 in June, and 22.5 in 
November. The result of the Honours Examination will not be known 
before December 14. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupents’ Denatixc Socrgsty —Nov. 27—Mr. Douglas in the 
chair.—Mr. Riddell opened, in the negative, the debate, ‘‘ That, con- 
sidering the manner in which many newspapers are conducted, it is 
expedient to place further restrictions upon the liberty of the press.’? The 
motion was supported by Messrs. Todd, Steward Smith, Vanderpump, 
Crawford, Watson, Wheeler, Harcourt, jun., and Stroud; and opposed by 
Messers. Herbert Smith, Evans, Harvey, Nimmo, Curtis, and Bunting. 
Mr. Riddell then replied, and the motion, on being put to the soiety, was 
carried by one vote. 


Dec. 4 —Mr. E. Todd in the chair.—The debate—‘‘ That the County | 


Courts Act, 1888, is to be deprecated ’’—was opened by Mr. F. K. 
Munton. He was supported by Messrs. Forbes, Neale, E. Munton, 


Crawford, Parker, Vanderpump, Curtis, and Harcourt, jun., and opposed | 


by Messrs. Gray, Berry, and Fox. Mr. Crawford replied for Mr. Munton, 
and, on a division, four members opposed the motion. There were forty- 
six present. 


Unitep Law Socrety.—Nov. 27.—Mr. A. K. Common moved, ‘‘ That 
the proposals of the majority of the Royal Commission on Education are 


re-actionary and contrary to the principle of religious equality, and ought | 


not to receive the sanction of Parliament.’’ The following spoke :—For 
the motion, Messrs. Gilbert, McMilllan, Clifton, and Marcus. Against, 
Messrs. Bull, Kains Jackson, Le Maistre, Miller, and Brotherton. After 
a long and interesting discussion, the motion was put to the House and 
carried by two votes. 

Dec. 3.—Mr. H. W. Marcus moved to the effect that the existing pro- 
vision for the education and welfare of articled clerks is totally inadequate. 
The following spoke:—Messrs. Voules, Lee-Nash, Gilbert, McMillan, 
Moyle, Chapple, Aiyangar, Miller, and Sherrington. All the speakers 
joined with Mr. Marcus in condemning the existing arrangements as 
totally inadequate, the main point at issue being as to whether the matter 
should be discussed by the society itself or left to the articled clerks’ 
department. The motion was carried by a large majority. 

Bristot Law Stupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 27—Mr. W. C. H. Cross, soli- 
citor, in the chair—Mr. Hugh Holmes Gore read a paper on ‘‘ The 
Education of a Solicitor,’’ in which, after setting up a very high ideal of 
the office of a lawyer, he condemned the present system of education, 
advocating one upon much broader lines. He urged that the student 
should first become acquainted with human character through the study 


of history, biography, and good fiction, then should give his attention to | 


the science of jurisprudence (including the elements of ethics and meta- 
physics), finishing his course with the study of the various branches of 
English law. Messrs. J. L. Williams, Jefferis, Hawkins, A. Gore, L. 
Brown, Bowley, Birch, Knight, and A. Taylor took part in the discussion 
on the subject which followed, and Mr. H. H. Gore replied. The chair- 
man, in summing up, advocated a higher standard for the Preliminary 
(which should include some jurisprudence), and a system of local 
periodical examinations in specified books, to be held in the intervals 
between the Preliminary, Intermediate, and Final. He condemned the 
choice of Stephen’s Commentaries as a student’s book, and, while admitting 


the general uselessness of law lectures, recommended a system of claes- | 
teaching. With the Final Examination, as at present conducted, he was | 


fairly satisfied. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Cuartes Ronertson, advocate, died at Edinburgh, on the 19th ult., 
at the age of seventy-nine. Mr. Robinson was the sixth son of Mr. 
George Robertson Scott, advocate, his mother having been the daughter 
of Mr. Robert Scott, of Benholme, Kincardineshire, and he was a younger 
brother of the late Lord Benholme, a judge of the Court of Session. 
was born in 1809, and he was educated at the Edinburgh High School 
and at the University of Edinburgh. In 1834 he was admitted a member 
of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland, and for several years he enjoyed 
a good share of business. He was for some time one of the official 
reporters of the Court of Session, and from 1864 till 1874 he was presenter 
of signatures of Crown writs. He was for several years treasurer of the 
Chalmers’ Trust, and from 1862 till 1883 he was treasurer of the Faculty 


of Advocates, in which capacity he carried out the work of the decoration 


of the great hall of the Parliament House. About twenty-five years ago 
he was deprived of his sight by an accident when shooting. Mr. Robert- 
son was entertained at a banquet by the members of the Scotch bar on his 
resigning the treasurership of the Faculty of Advocates. 


Mr. Francis Treconwett Jouns, solicitor, notary, and proctor (of the 
firm of Johnson & ‘Traill), of Blandford, died on the 25th ult. Mr. Johns 
was born in 1820. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843, and for nearly 
forty-five years he had conducted a large practice at Blandford, where he 


filled several important posts. He was associated with Mr. Edwin Augustus | 


Smith as joint district probate registrar, and with his partner, Mr. Sin- 


clair Traill, as joint clerk to the county magistrates, and he was also | 


registrar of the Blandford County Court (Circuit No. 55), registrar of the 


archdeaconry of Dorset, clerk to the Blandford Board of Guardians, | 


Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority, clerk to the Blandford Highway Board and Blandford Burial 
Board, and superintendent registrar. Mr. Johns was a notary public and 
& perpetual commissioner for Dorsetshire. He had been under-sheriff of 
Dorsetshire and mayor of Blandford, and he was president of the Dorset- 
shire Law Society. 
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Mr. Henry Lz Grice, eolicitor, died at Bury St. Edmunds, on the 16th 
ult., aged eighty-eight. Mr. Le Grice was born in 1800. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1822, having been articled to his father, to whose 
practice he ultimately succeeded, and he conducted a large business at 
Bury St. Edmunds for about sixty years. Mr. Le Grice was for many 
years a member of the Bury St. Edmunds Town Council. He was 
elected mayor of the borough in 1838, and he filled that office on five 
subsequent occasions. He was also an alderman from 1862 till 1886, 
and he was a magistrate for the borough. He was a widower, and he 
leaves no family. Mr. Le Grice was buried on the 18th ult. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Axtuvr Autwis Hopxrys, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
| Counsel to the Mint for the burough of Birmingham. Mr. Hopkins is the 
eldest son of Mr. John Satchell Hopkins, of Birmingham, and was born in 
1855. He was educated at Rugby and at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated as a senior optime in 1877. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1879, and he practises on the 
Midland Circuit and at the Nottinghamshire, Northamptonshire, 
| Leicestershire, and Birmingham Sessions. 

Mr. Arcure Krrxman Loyp, barrister, has been appointed Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Mint for Leicestershire. Mr. Loyd is the third son of Mr. 
Thomas Kirkman Loyd. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and he practises on the Midland Circuit and 
| at the Leicestershire and Northamptonshire Sessions. Mr. Loyd was 
formerly on the staff of the Weekty Rerorrer, and he acted in 1880 as 
secretary to the Macclesfield Election Commission. ‘ 


Mr. Francis Fuente, barrister, O.M.G., has been appointed Colonial 
Secretary for the colony of Mauritius. Mr. Fleming is the eldest son 
of the late Mr. James Fleming, Q.C., and was born in 1842. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He 
was a district judge in Jamaica from 1876 till 1878, and Attorney-General 
of Barbadoes from 1878 till 1882, when he was appointed Attorney- 
General of Ceylon. He was appointed Colonial Secretary for Natal in 
1886, and he was created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and 
St. George in 1887. 

Mr. Tuomas Dixon, solicitor, of Chelmsford, has been elected Town 
Clerk of the newly-incorporated borough of Chelmsford. Mr. Dixon was 
for several years clerk to the Chelmsford Local Board. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1873. 

Mr. Joun Exenezer Foster, solicitor (of the firm of Fosters & Lawrence), 
of Cambridge and Ely, has been appointed Clerk to the Bottisham School 
Board. Mr. Foster was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Joun Lenry Jones, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Jones & 
Blakeway), of Gloucester, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that city 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1874. He is 
deputy clerk of the peace for the city of Gloucester, and his partner, Mr. 
George Shefiield Blakeway, is town clerk. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Bowen Row .anps, Q.0., M.P., has been elected Treasnrer 
of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Tuomas Cuarman, solicitor (of the firm of Dawson & Chapman), of 
Leeds, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Frepentck W1Lt1AM Boorman, solicitor, of Vestry House, Laurence 
Pountney Hill, and of Gravesend, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
| administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


| Mr. Roserr Gupcron Hinnext, solicitor, of Wakefield, has been 
| elected President of the Bolton Incorporated Law Society for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Hinnell is town clerk of Bolton. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1851. 


| 

| Mr, Garnsrorp Bruce, Q.C., who has been elected M.P. for the Holborn 

Division of the borough of Finsbury in the Conservative interest, is the eldest 

|sonof Dr. John Collingwood Bruce, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and was 
born in 1834. He was educated at the University of Glasgow. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1859. He is a 
member of the North-Eastern Circuit, and he was formerly on the staff 
of the Law Reports. He became a Queen’s Couusel in 1883. Mr. Bruce is 
chancellor of the county palatine of Durham, recorder of the Borough of 

| Bradford, and a bencher of the Middle Temple. 


| Mr. Jonn Samvugt Benrorp Graster, solicitor, of Lynn and Hunstan- 
| ton, has been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Lynn Division of the 
| the county of Norfolk. Mr. Glasier was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 

| Mr. Joun Postitewarre Cartwricut, solicitor, of the city of Chester, 
| has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women for Chester, Cheshire, and Lancashire. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissOLUTIONS. 
Frank Water Purser and Ricuarp OQoorsr, solicitors (Purser & 
| Cooper), of 2, Billiter-street, London. Nov. 29. 
Josern Epmunp Sueprrparp Kine and Joun Henry Tarrersa.t, solici- 
tors (King & Tattersall), of 16, Finsbury-circus, London. Nov. 21. 
[ Gazette, Nov. 30. 








| GENERAL, 


The Liability of Trustees Bill as amended by the Standing Committee 
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was considered in the House of Commons on the 4th inst., but the debate 
was adjourned. 


The Queen has been pleased to approve of the borough of Birmingham 
being raised to the rank of a city. 


The London correspondent of the Birmingham Post accounts for Sir 
Horace Davey’s hesitation to accept the invitation to contest Stockton on 
the ground that, upon the speedily-expected resignation of Sir Barnes 
Peacock from the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, an additional 
law lord will have to be appointed under the provisions of the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, and that the Lord Chancellor is desirous of conferring 
this post upon Sir Horace Davey. 


Plans in relation to schemes of private Bill legislation which it is in- 
tended to promote in the next session of Parliament have been deposited 
at the Private Bill Office of the House of Commons, having reference to 
161 measures, of which 47 relate to railways, 14 to tramways, 54 to 
miscellaneous schemes, and 46 were provisional orders. Lest year the 
plans deposited on the last day of November numbered 157. The totals 


in the previous years were as follows :—1885, 176; 1884, 198; and 1883, | 


266. 

On Monday Lord Knutsford received a deputation from the colonial 
Agents-General and other gentlemen interested in colonial affairs, who 
urged upon the Secretary for the Colonies the imperative necessity of 
allowing trustees to invest in colonial securities, and consequently of 
making an alteration in the law relating to trustees’ investments. Lord 
Knutsford, in reply, promised to lay the views of the deputation before 
his colleagues. 


A young lady named Mademoiselle Popelin, who has passed the law 
examinations of the University of Brussels and has been granted her 
diploma, came before the law courts at Brussels on Monday and 
demanded that her name shonld be inscribed as a member of the Bar. 
According to Napoleon’s Decree of 1810 candidates are only admitted by 
permission of the Procureur-Général. The magistrate declared that he 
could not grant the request, as the law did not allow of her admission. 
Two advocates—M. Guillery, an eminent member of the Brussels Bar, and 
a young advocate, M. Frank—tried to prove that legally Mdlle. Popelin 
was able to plead and act asa lawyer. ‘This is stated to be the first time 
such a question has arisen in Europe. The case is to be decided shortly. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 






Date APPEAL COURT APPEAL CouURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., Dec.. 10 Mr, Pemberton Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday .., 11 Ward Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Wednesday 12 Clowes Koe Lavie Carrington 
Thursday. 13 Koe Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Friday ccccee 14 Jackson Koe Lavie Carrington 
Saturday... 15 Carrington Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, [ en 10 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Ward Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ...... a | Rolt Pemberton Beal 
W ednesday.. oe 28 Godfrey Ward Leach 
Thursday .. soe A Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Friday ...... wooo 36 Godfrey Ward Leach 
MACUFGRY o0...cccccceccorcrcee 25 Rolt Pemberton Beal 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
East Lonpon Switcupack Raitway Co., Limirep.—By an order made by Stir- 
jing, J., dated Nov 21, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Morse 
_& Co, King st, Cheapside, solors for petner 
ELECTRICAL AUTOMATIC DELIVERY Box Co., Liuirep.—Petn for winding up, 
presented Nov 27, directed to be heard befure Kay, J., on Saturday, Dec 8. 
Gover, Queea st, Cheapside, solor for petners 
MArGaTé HOTEL Uo., Lim.TED.—Petn tor winding up, presented Nov 22, directed 
po be Pg before North, J.,on Dec 8 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st, solors 
or petners 
PaPER Frpre Co., LimireD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 22, to send 
their pames and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Henry 
Lishop, 41, Coleman st, Tuesday, Jan 15, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon debts and claims 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Asros FRIENDLY Soctuty, White Horse Ian, Victoria rd, Aston, Warwick. 
Nov 28 
ENDERBY FRIENDLY SOCIETY. National School, Enderby, Leicester. Nov 28 
GLOBE EQUITABLE FUNERAL Sociaty, Talbot Inn, Hyde, Chester. Nov 28 


HIRWALN COAL ‘TRIMMERS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Hirwain Coat Trimmers’ Lodge, | 


ast Branch, Carditf. Nov 28 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
HORNBY CASTLE LopGE, Royal Oak Inn, Hornby, Lancaster. Nov 26 
LILY OF THK VALLEY LopGs. Victoria Hall, Clitnerove, Lancaster. Nov 26 
ba ay | PROVIDENT BENEFIT SOCIETY, Schoolroom, Waddesdon, Aylesbury, 
ucks, NOV 25 
W yz BENEFIT Society, New Flying Horse Inn, Wye, Ashford, Kent. Nov 26 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
‘ LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
F. J. BEstgy & Co., LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has fixed Dec 13 at 12, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 
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GREAT NORTHERN SALT AND CHEMICAL WORKS, LimITED.—By an order made by 
Stirling, J., dated Nov 24, it was ordered that the works be wound up. Snell & 
Co., George st, Mansion House, solors for petner : 

GROSVENOR Darry Co., LimITeED.—Kay, J., has fixed Dec 14 at 12, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Rock WINNING Co,, LimITED.—Kay, J., has fixed Wednesday, Dec 12 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

WeEst CUMBERLAND IRON AND ST&EL Co., LimITED.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 1, directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, Dec 15. 
Rowclittes & Co, Bedford row, agents for Howson, Whitehaven, solor for 
petners 








UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

COMPANY OF PROPRIETORS OF THE PORTSMOUTH AND ARUNDEL NAVIGATION.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Jan 5, to send their names and addresses, 
and particulars of their claims, to William Edmcnds, 46, St James ss, Ports- 
mouth. Friday, Jan 18, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the claims 

IrnIsH EXHIBITION IN LonDoN.—Petn for wiading up, presented Dec 1, directed 
to be heard before Stirling. J., on Saturday, Dec 15. Dollman & Pritchard, 
Laurence Pountney hill, solors for petners 

InIsH EXHIBITION IN LONDON, THE WORD * LIMITED” BEING OMITTED BY LICENCE 
OF THE BOARD OF TRADE.—Petn tor winding up, prcsentes Dec 1, directed to 
be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, Dec 15. Ellis & Co, St Swithin’s lane 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 23. 
CANNON, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Gent. Dec 31. Mordaunt v Cannon, Stirling, J. 
Simpson, Gracechurch st 
Gonng, THomas, Dublin, Lieut.-Colonel. Dec 20. Gonne v Gonne, Chitty, J. 
Freshtield, Bank bldgs 
Moat, JOHN, Sturry, Kent, Blacksmith. Jan 1. Drury and Biggleston v Moat, 
Kay, J. Rosenthal, Furnival’s inn 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 27. 
DRIVER, JOHN, Morley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Dec 28. Dodsworth v 
Driver, North, J. Harrison, Leeds 
FOTHERGILL, GEORGE, Beechwood, near Newport, Mon, Tobacco Manufacturer. 
Dec 19. Marsh and others v Fothergill, North, J. Williams, Newport 
SmirH, JOSEPH LAMBOURNE, Ledbury, Hereford. Dec 20. Cliffe v Smith, Stir- 
ling, J. Field & Dagg, Furnival's inn 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, Nov 23. 
AsHwortTH, Jomy, Ollerton, nr Bolton, Cotton Spinner. Dec 31. Fullagar 
Hulton, Bolton 
BLAKE, GEORGE Hans, Mutley, nr Plymouth, Commander Royal Navy. Jan 21, 
Were & Peatchott, Plymouth 
Biock, EL1zA ANN, Beaconstield vias, Balham. Dec 17. Arkcoli & Cockell, 
Tooley st 
Bock, JOHN, Dendy st, Balham, Gent. Dec 17. Arkcoll & Cockell, Tooley st 
BoTHAMLEY, JosEPH JAMES, Gilston rd, West Brompton, Gent. Dec 31. Stone- 
ham & Son, Fenchurch st ; ; 
BROADHURST, JOSEPH PHILLIP, March, Cambridge, Builder. Dec 15. Wise, 





March, Cambs 
Broun, JOHN, New Wanstead, Gent. Dec19. Gossett & Son, Finsbury pave- 
t 


| men 

| Butt, HENRY, Wellington st, Newington, Pewter Toy Manufacturer. Dec 22. 

H Bordman & Co, Trinity st : 

| BURWASH, KOBERT GEORGE, Seven Sisters rd, Stoke Newington. Dec 2. 
Mason & Trotter, Maddox st 

| CARPUE, EMMA, Manchester sq. Dec 31. Sharon Grote Turner, Lincoln’s inn 


] tields 
| CHURCHILL, ELIZABETH, Crown st, Liverpool. Dec 24, Oliver Jones & Co, 
Liverpool 
Cory, HANNAH, Nobottle, Northampton. Dec17. Roche, Daventry 
Cony, HENRY SANDERS, Nobottle, Northampton, Grazier. Dec 17. Roche, 
Javentry 

DEWHURST, WILLIAM, Chipping, Lancaster, Spindle and Fly Maker. Dec 15, 

} W.A. & R. Ascroft, Preston : } 

| DUNHAM, MARTHA SERGEANT, Hartford, in the State of Connecticut, United 
States of America. Dec 28. Markby & Co, Coleman st : 

FINLAYSON, ALEXANDER HENRY, Province ot South Australia, Mine Onwer. 
Deci7. Bridges & O% Red Lion sq 

FosTER, ARTHUR GEORGE, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Esq.Dec 1. Waterhouse &Co, 
New court ; 

Foster, THOMAS, Brayton. Jani. Bantoft & Son, Selby 

Gipson, RICHARD CHARLES, Icknield st, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, Dec 
31. Clarke & Co, Birmingham 

Gronow, Rev. Tuomas LETTSOM, Quarrington, nr Coxhoe, Durham, Clerk in 
Holy Orders. Dec 22. Hoyle, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Hess, Morriss, Grosvenor rd, Canonbury, Leather Bag Manufacturer. Jan 1. 
Davis, Basingihall st 

HINDE, WILLIAM, Adelaide, South Australia. Dec 21. Gamlen & Co, Gray’s 


inns 
HOLROYD. Sonn, Lees rd, Oldham, Retired Cotton Dealer. Dec 15. Ponsonby & 
Carlile, Olaham 
Huu, Mary ANN, Dorset villas, New Windsor. Jan 31. Darvill & Last, New 
indsor 
JaMEs, HENRY, Woodborough, Nottingham, Gent. Dec 29. Goodhall, Notting- 


ham 
sULEE,. ANNE ELLERY, St Austell. Dec 24, Julia Nott, Lanark villas, Maida 
Tale 





MALLETT, JAMES OWEN, County Asylum, Bracebridge, Farm Labourer. Dec 31. 
F. & E. H. Jackson, Wisbech 
| McLxop, JAMES RUTHERFORD, Corn Exchange, Woolston, Corn and Coal Mer- 
chant. Dec 24. Lamport, Southampton 
| MorTIMER, THOMAS, Hoe st, Plymouth. Jan206. Bartlett & Co, Cannon st 
Oaxme, Sosuee, Hough Green, Chester, Gent. Dec 14. Bridgman & Co, 
Chester 
O'DONNELL, Rev. MICHAEL, Harrogate, York, Roman Catholic Priest. Jan 20 
Kirby & Son, Harrogate ; 
| PHILLPOTTS, JAMES, Hills ter, Cardiff, Painter. Dec 31. Stephens, Cardiff 
Rybe, Isaac, Esher, Gent. Dec 22. Birt & Follett, Southwark 
SANDERS, RALPH, Heavitree, Devon, Esq. Jani. Burch, Exeter 


| Sourmwoon, Mary ANN, Carlton rd, Maida Vale. Jan 1. Saxton & Morgan, 
Somerset st 
| rons, JOSEPH, St Austell, Gent, Dec 31. Ooode & Co, St Austell 
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Jan 31, Kemble & Co, Vigo 


Upton, New Adelphi chbrs 
Jan 14, Whitfield, 


TULK, FREDERICK, Upper George st, Bryanston sq. 
t 


stree 
Upton, HENRY, Petworth, Sussex, Gent. Dec 31, 


war seem, Chorley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer, 
Chorley 
WELCH, JosErHu, Peckham grove, Camberwell, Dealer in Works of Art. Dec 31. 
Pittman, Guildhall chbrs 
White, WitL1amM, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Dec 31. Great 
escott st 
Builder. Green & Peters, 


WILLIAMS, JOHN, 
Knighton 

aa RIGHT, JOHN, Mossley Hill, nr Liverpool, Silk Mercer. 

& Co, Liverpox 31 


Printer. Sheard, 


Nov 30. 


Knighton, Radnor, 


Dec 31. Cleaver 





WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES, —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements th: woe examined by an 
— from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation ©v., 115, Victoria-st., —_ 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ADVT.] 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B, BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own. —[ADVT. ) 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Novy, 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARMSTRONG, WILLIAM, West Hartlepool, Durham, Blacksmith Sunderland Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


AUSTIN, JAMES, Lymington, Southampton, Oilman Southampton Pet Nov 26 
Ord Nov 26 
BAKER, HENRY WEST, Seven Sisters’ rd, Grocer High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord | 


Nov 26 
BAKER, WILLIAM, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Provision Merchant High Court Pet 


Nov27_ Ord Nov 27 
BEALL, Tom Hinz, Brighton, Cork Cutter Brighton Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 
Pet Oct 17 Ord 


Bonp, ——. South Bentleet, Essex, Gamekeeper Chelmsford 
Vv 28 
Boorit, ‘Jom Tuomas, Manchester, Yarn Agent Manchester Pet Nov9 Ord 
yOV 
BOYES. JOHN F. C., and Max RvupOLPH BATTENSTADT, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn 


‘actor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Novi13 Ord Nov 27 
Brown, Soar :RT CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet Nov 
27 Or OV 27 
BURBIDGE, JOHN, Claverton st, Pimlico, Artist High Court Pet Nov28 Ord 
ov 28 
CARLEE, EpwWAkD, Kingston upon Hull, Labourer Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 
28 Ord Nov 28 
CARRICK, JouN, Hexhamshire, Northumberland, Licensed Victualler Newcastle | 
on Tyne Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
CLARKE, JOHN, Ledbury, Linen Draper Worcester Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov ‘7 
CoLk, JAMES FRED, Balderton, Notts, Commercial Traveller Nottingham Pet 


Nov 12 Ord Nov 26 
COWLAND, C.D., Fenchurch st High Court Pet July 27 Ord Nov 27 


Cross, FREDERICK JOHN, High st, Clapham, Stationer Wandsworth Pet Nov 27 


Ord Nov 27 

DASHPER, JOHN ROneERT, Southampton, Butcher Southampton Pet Nov 26 
yrd Nov 26 

Davies, RoBERT‘ Blaenau Festiniog, Merionethshire, Quarryman Portmadoec 


and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov2 
FoGRETY, WILLIAM ARROW SMITH, Stockport, V arnish Manufacturer Stockport 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 2 
GAmMMON, JOHN, Sirneanbe, Butcher Barnstaple 


Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


HALMSHAW, JOE, Dewsbury, Yorks, Stationer Dewsbury Pet Nov 24 Ord | 
2, F.H., Park rd, Regent’s pk. High Court Pet July 31 Ord 
HAnps ALFRED, N New Bond st, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Nov 27 
ean eNO Eon, Hunsingore, Yorks, Corn Dealer York Pet Nov 28 


Ord Nov 28 
Hormes, JoHn JABFz, Crescent, Richmond, Corn Dealer Wandsworth 
Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
Hvaugs, WILLiAM, Beguildy, 
Ord Nov 26 

JENKINS, THOMAS HARTSHORNE, Higher Broughton, Lancs, Gent Salford Pet 
Novi13 Ord Nov 26 

JOHNSON, EDWARD LEYLAND, and JOHN WILSON, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 26 

JONES, Davin, Plasmarl, nr Swansea, Grocer 


Pet 


Radnorshire, Farmer Leominster Pet Novy 12 


Provision Dealers 


Swansea Pet Nov 24 Ord 


LONGMIRE. CHRISTOPHER GEORGE, Ambleside, Westmoreland, Painter Kendal 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Marrio1T, JOHN, Birmingham, 
Ord Nov 28 

Maas, Dirck CHRISTIAN, Billingshurst, Sussex, Farmer Brighton Pet Nov 26 
Ord Nov 26 

Patcu, A. O,, Bristol, Oilman Pet Nov 27 


Provision Dealer Birmingham 


Bristol Ord Nov 28 


Pack, GEORGE HENRY, Ryde, I.W., no occupation Newport and Ryde Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 } 

ate my JAMES, Chatham, Licensed Victualler Rochester Pet Novy 26 Ord 
Yov 26 

Rosson, RicHarD Carr, N¢ awe! istle on Tyne, Millwright Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov #8 

Sanpys, FREDERICK, Holland pk rd, Gent High Court Pet Mar9 Ord July 9 

SawYEr. Britton HENRY, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne and Lewes Pet 
Nov27 Ord Nov 27 | 

SEDGER, JOsKPH, Cambridge, Wine Merchant Cambridge Pet Nov 13 Ord 


NOV 25 
Setway, Percy, High st, Kingsland, Clerk High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 26 
Spicer, SAMSON, Hockley, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet Nov 24 
STEVENSON, NICHOLAS, Durham, Farmer Durham Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
STOKES, PH@:BE CAROL INE t, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Birmingham 
Nov 28 Ord Noy? 
SWANN, WALTER, Lanoley Mill, 
27 Ord Nov 27 
NER. pay Liverpool, Public House Manager Liverpool 
Ord Nov 26 


Pet | 
Derbyshire, School Teacher Derby Pet Nov 
Pet Nov 26 


Pet Nov 14 | 


Ord Nov 24 ! 


Wana, Eve, & Aldershot, Fishmonger Guildford and Godalming Pet Noy 


Or ov? 
WaATEIxs0%, ¢ Geonas 8 SPENCER, Grimsby, Fish Dealer Dewsbury Pet Nov 24 
¢ 24 
Wane, yOREPH OLIVER, Birmingham, Innkeeper Birmingham Pet Nov26 Ora 
Nov 26 


Warageme, Many, Pontnewydd, Mon, Grocer Newport,Mon Pet Nov26 Ord 


No 

Woop, THOMAS, Sines upon Hull, MasterMariner Kingstonupon Hull Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 2 

WREN, AUGUSTUS BURNEY, Manchester, Veterinary Surgeon 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 28 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
CrisP, HENRY, Pollock rd, New Kent rd, Actor High Court 


OV 27 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


APPLEBY, WALTER, George yd, Aldermanbury, Traveller Dec7atii 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

| Av STIN, oe Lymington, Oilman Dec 13 at 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, South. 
amp 

BARR. ATT, , Birmingham, Jet Ornament Manufacturer Dec ll atit 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

| Boorn, JouN THomas, Manchester, Yarn Agent Dec7atii Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

BowEN, ALFRED, Radstock st, Battersea, Coach Builder Dec 10at 11 Hooper & 
Weston, solors, Kidderminster 

| Boyes, Joun F, C., address unknown, Agent, end Max RuDOLPH BETTENsTADr?, 

Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Factor Dec 11 at 2.30 Off Rec, Piak lane, New- 

castle on Tyne 

N, HERBERT CHARLES, eaanen, Straw Hat Manufacturer 

Re -c, Park st West, Lu 

BURGE ~_ ee, Westbury, Wilts, Farm Bailiff Dec18 at1. 


E. G. Ames, golor, 
| CARRIC z, "JOHN, Hexhamshire, Northumberland, Licensed Victualler Dec 16 at 
10,30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on lane 
CARTER, HARRY WYNDHAM, H.M.’s Prison, Chatham, Gent Dec 21 ati11.30 Off 
Rec, High st, Rochester 
| CLARKE, JOHN, Ledbury, Hereford, Linen Draper Off Rec, 
Worcester 
| © OLE, JAMES FRED, Balderton, Notts, Commercial Traveller Off 
Castle 
Oft Rec, Ogden’ 


Manchester Pet 


Ord Nové Resco 





| 
| Brow Dec 7 atil Off 


| 


Dec 11 ati1l 


Dec 8 at 12 
Rec. 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
| ConxEn, HENRY, Beitontorry, Glamorganshire, Butcher Dec 8 at 12 
Hotel, Neath 
CRITCHLEY, WILLIAM, Darwen, Lancs, Draper Dec 10 at 3.30 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
DANIELS, DAVID, Lianelly, Hay Merchant Dec 8ati1 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 


marthen 
DASHPER, JOHN ROBERT, Southampton, Butcher Off Rec, 4, East 


st, Southampton 
DAVIES, WILLIAM, Walsall, Grocer Dec 12 at 10.45 Off Rec, Walsall 


| Epwarps, THomas, Llanarth, Cardiganshire, Farmer Dec 14 at 12.45 Townhall, 


Aberystwith 
| Evans, Davin, Brighton, Butcher Dec 7 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion buildings, 
Off Ree, 22, Park 


Dec 13 at 11 


Brighton 
Foxton, Joun Drxon, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Dec 10 at 11 
row. Leeds 
| GOLDER, D C, Northumberland avenue, Newspaper Proprietor. 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
GUBBS, JAMES BAKER, Madron, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler Dec 8 at 10 
Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
HARTLEY, THOMAS, and ISHMAEL LONSDALE, Burnley, Cotton Manufacturers 
Dee'7 at 3 Exc hange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
HopcGEs, JOSEPH, Kidderminster, Boot Manufacturer Dec 10 at 11.20 Miller 
Corbet, solor, Kidderminster 
| HULK, ABRAHAM, jun, Clifton ter, Dorking, Artist Dec 14 at 12 
Westminster 
cs, Lugwardine, Hereford, Timber Dealer Dec 14 at 10.15 2, Offa 
) st, Hereford 
JEVON, WILLIAM DANGERFIELD, Bilston, Pawnbroker Off Rec, 
‘Wolverham pton 
JOHNSON, EDWARD LEYLAND, and JOHN WI1soNn, Liverpool, Provision Dealers 
Dec 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Dec7 at 12 33, 
Off 


109, Victoria st, 


{ 


Dec 8 at 11 


JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Bilston, Manufacturers’ Clerk Dec 8 at 11.45 Off Ree, 
Wolverhampton 
JONES, AUGUSTUS THEOPHRASTUS, Clydach, Glamorgan, Grocer Dec 7 at 3 Off 


Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 

JONES, DAvID, Plasmarl, nr Swansea, Grocer Dec 7 at 3.30 Off Rec, 6, Rutland 
st, Swansea 

JONES, FREDERICK G W, Aldershot, Lieutenant Dec 10 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 
31, St Swithin’s lane 

KENNETT, WILLIAM, Junction rd, Croydon, Plumber Dec 7 at 3 
st. Westminster 

Lucas, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Baker Decil1ati1l 10, Athenczeum ter, Plymouth 

Mitts, ROBERT, Liverpool, Provision Dealer Dec 11 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 


st, Liverpool 
| NICHOLLS, | es Wednesbury, Beerhouse Keeper Dec 12 at 11.15 Off Rec, 


109, Victoria 


| NORTHERY, GEORGE EDWARD, Box, Wilts, Gent March 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 
PACK, — HENRY, Ryde, I.W., no occupation Dec 14 at 2,30 


Crown Hotel, 


y 
ro. = a Plymouth, Bootmaker Dec 11 at 12 10, Athenzeum terr, 
| ymou 
| PHILLIPS, FREDERICK, 
Reading i 
PILGRIM, ABEL, Plaistow, Builder Dec 7 
inn fields 

PLU ar. JAMES, Ordnance pl, Chatham Licensed Victualler Dec 10 at 11.30 
} Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Roagrs, RICHARD, Manor pl, Walworth, Japanner Dec 7 at 2.30 

Lincoln’s inn 
{USSELL, ROBERT ARTHUR, Odell, Bedford, Farmer 
Beaford 

| STAINSBY, WILLIAM, and JOHN HENRY BERESFORD, Manchester, Lacemen 
7at 11.80 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
STADHAM, THOMAS, Blean, Kent, Farmer Dec 7 at 9.30 Off Rec, Castle st, 
| Canterbury 
| SWANN, WALTER, Langley Mill, Derby, School Teacher Dec8 at2.30 Flying 
Horse Hotel, Nottingham 

| THom AS, _. and THomas CHIVERS, Locksbrook, nr Bath, Builders Dec 8 at 

11.45 1, Abbey st, Bat 
TURNER, HENRY, Liverpool, Public House Manager Dec 14 at 2 Off Ree, 


Jictoria st, Liv erpoo 
| WATSON, JAMES HARVEY. Manchester, Clothier Dec 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Gerston Hotel, 


Reading, Bricklayer Dec 13 at 12 Queen’s Hotel, 


at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s 


33, Carey st, 


Dec 10 at 12 8,St Paul’s eq, 


De:> 


ar 
35, 


Ogden’ 8 chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
WEBBER, SAMUEL, Paignton, Devon, Builder Dec 10 at 1 
Paignton 


| 
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WHITE, THOMAS Sacoen, Ventnor, Smith Deciiat12 Chamber of Commerce, 
145, Cheapside 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS. Coleford, Gloucester, Grocer Dec 12 at 1 Off Reo, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Newport 

WOoOoLLByY, ALBERT EDWARD, Castleford, Yorks, Painter Dec7 ati1 Off Rec, 


i terr, Wakefie 
—_ ~" ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARMSTRON, 4, WILLIAM, Wset Hartlepool, Blacksmith Sunderland Pet Nov 27 
rd Nov 27 
BaINnB nEIDOR, J sates a 8s, Durham, Refreshment Room Keeper Durham 
Pet Nov17_ Or 
BAKE .. HENn y WEsT, Seven Sisters’ rd, Grocer High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord 


ousi w = LIAM, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Provision Merchant High Court Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Bagby, F ir Boor, Coventry, Registration Agent Coventry Pet Nov 16 
Ord Nov 27 
BIsHor, Hanns y, Aston juxta Birmingham, Builder Birmingham Pet Nov 6 
rd 


ae. JosEPH, Peckham rd, Carpenter High Court Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 26 
BOWDEN, —_. Seitiowerth, Yorks, Rolling Board Manufacturer Oldham Pet 
Nov 


Ord Nov 26 
BROWN, ii ~_ CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet Nov 
27 rc Ov 27 
Canes, EDWAzD. Kingston on Hull, Labourer Kingstonon Hull Pet Nov 28 
Ord Nov 28 


CARRICK. JOHN, Hexhamshire, Northumberland, Licensed Victualler Newcastle 
on Tyre Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
OLARKE, JOHN, Ledbury, Linendraper Worcester Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


Court, EDWARD, Halifax, Cooper Halifax Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 26 
DANIELS, DAVID, Lianelly, Hay Merchant Carmarthen Pet Novi7 Ord Nov23 


DASHPER, JOHN ROBERT, Southampton, Butcher Southampton Pet Nov 26 Ord 
Nov 26 

FAIERS, vena, Walthamstow, Provision Dealer High Court Pet Nové Ord 

Me) 

FOGERTY, WILLIAM ARROWSMITH, Stockport, Varnish Manufacturer Stockport 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

FREDERICS, ARTHUR, Merton rd, Tooting, Artists’ Designer Wandsworth Pet 
Nov 2t Ord Nov 26 

GAMMON, JOHN, Ilfracombe, Butcher Barnstaple Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 29 

HANDSCOMB, ALFRED JAMES, Aspley Guise, Bedfordshire, Nurseryman Luton 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 28 . 

Harve! ~~ JOSEPH, Hunsingore, Yorks, Corn Dealer York Pet Nov28 Ord 


Vv 28 
HILL, “GEORGE F, C., Wellington st, Islington High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord 
Yov 26 
HULK, ABRAHAM, jun, Dorking, Artist Croydon Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 26 
HuTCHENS, THOMAS SAMUEL, Greyhound lane, Streatham common, Builder’s 
Foreman Wandsworth Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 22 


JOHNSON, EDWARD LEYLAND, and JOHN WILSON, Liverpool, Provision Dealers | 


Liverpool Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 27 

JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Bilston, Clerk Wolverhampton Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 27 

JoNnEs, AUGUSTUS THEOPHRASTUS, Bwilfa Clydach, Glamorganshire, Grocer 
Swansea Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

JONES, EDWARD L., Colchester st, Whitechapel road, Coachbuilder High Court 
Pet Aug 3 Ord Nov 23 

LONGMIRE, CHRISTOPHER Caneen, Ambleside, Westmoreland, Painter Kendal 
Pet Nov 27. Ord Nov 2 

Mason, EDWARD, Sudbury, "Suffolk, Ostler Colchester Pet Novi19 Ord Nov 27 


PALMER, mg HAEL, East Stonehouse, Bootmaker East Stonehouse Pet Nov 24 
Ord Noy 2 

PAYNTER, Row! LAND EDW ARD, Park walk, Chelsea, out of employment High 
Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov26 

PETTITT, JOSEPH, Alphamstone, Essex, Innkeeper Colchester Pet Nov 21 Ord 
Nov 27 

PLUMMER, JAMES, Ordnance place, Chatham, Licensed Victualler Rochester 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

PoTTER, JOHN, Melrose gdne, Shepherd’s Bush, out of business High Court 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 2 

Ronsox, BACRARD CARR, Secmenetio on Tyne, Millwright Newcastle on Tyne 

Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

SAWYER, Britton Heneky, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne and Lewes Pet 
Nov 26 O:1d Nov 27 

SEDGLEY, JOSEPH, Worcester, Iron Merchant ‘Worcester Pet Nov 20 Ord 


SPICER, Game, Hockley, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
SPIEGEL, Fexrx, Bradford, Woollen Merchant Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 27 
STEVENS, WILLIAM, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 28 
STEVENSON, NICHOLAS, Durham, Farmer Durham Pet Nov28 rd Nov 28 


SWANN, bm TER, Langley Mill, Derbyshire, School Teacher Derby Pet Nov 27 
Tr Ov 27 
TURNERS, HENRY, Liverpool, Public-house Manager Liverpool Pet Nov 26 Ord 
Nov 26 
WALLWORK, JAMES THomMAs, Ashton under Lyne, Earthenware Dealer Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 22 
Wane x ‘e tPH OLIVER, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper Birmingham Pet N ov 26 
rd Nov 26 
WHITWORTH, FRANK H., Sheffield, Accountant Sheffield Pet Oct2 Ord Nov 28 


WwW oon THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull, Master Mariner KingstonuponHull Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec, 4 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ADAMS, JAMES, Corbyn st, Hornsey rise, Builder High Court PetOct5 Ord 


NOV 6 
BACKHOUSE, SAMUEL FREDERICK, Denton, Lancs, \~T Agent Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Dect Ord 
BAKER, = Denim. North Warnborough, Hamps, Seamer Wandhester Pet Nov 29 
Orc ov 29 
— HENRY CANNON, Dover, out of business Canterbury Pet Novi7 Ord 
ov 30 
BENSON, JOHN, Newton with Scales, Lancs, Farmer Preston Pet Nov29 Ord 
Yov 29 
—— zeae, Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet Nov 29 
ov 29 
CLARKE, GEORGE, Leicester,Grocer Leicester Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 29 
DENBY, JoHN, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Cattle Dealer Birmingham Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
DIxoNn, JOHN, Carlisle, Boot Manufacturer Carlisle Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


EDWARDS, J AMES, Calveley, Oheshire, Gent. Nantwich and Crewe Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 30 





nee, JosepH, Scarborough, Professor of Music Scarborough Pet Nov 30 

Ord Nov 30 

Garner, Harry, Barwell, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer Leicester Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 29 

rome ~ | nee CHARLES, Brentwood, Nurseryman Chelmsford Pet Nov 29 
Ord } 

Gass, Uriau. Bristol,Cutler Bristol Pet Nov 380 Ord Nov 30 


Gass, WILLIAM HENRY Rica, Bristol, Chemist Bristol Pet Nov 30 Ord 


Goopart, ‘Guanes, Crewe, Clothier Nantwich and Crewe Pet Nov 19 Ord 

if « 

GoopMAN, JOuN, Rainham, Essex, Clerk Chelmsford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Harz, STEPHEN, Appledore, Devon, Innkeeper Barnstaple Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 

HENDERSON, RICHARD, Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Hewetr, WiLt1AM THomAS, Lower Kingswood, nr Reigate, Grocer Oroydon 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Hirst, JAMES, Burnley, Hosier Burnley Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 

HUMPHREY, JOHN Fuseasee, Leadenham, Lines, General Dealer Boston Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 

HUTCHINS BOm, Benraary, Nottingham, Mineral Water Maker Nottingham Pet 

Hore SaMUEL, Devonport, Accountant East Stonehouse Pet Nov 30 

J ACKSON, Witrsan, Southborough, nr Tunbridge Wells, Gent Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 29 

JENNS, GEORGE, Workington, Cumberland, Pianoforte Dealer Cockermouth and 
Workington Pet Dec1 Ord Dec1 

LEwIs, SAMUEL, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 80 

MANBY, AMBROSE, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Nov29 Ord Nov 29 


MANDEVILLE, Viscount, Oharlo+te st, Bedford sq High Oourt Pet June4 Ord 
Sept 8 

eats GEORGE WILLIAM, Norwich, Photographer Norwich Pet Dect Ord 
Dec 1 


Cc 

NewMan, JAMES, Southsea, Butcher Portsmouth Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov30 

N wangnemn, am. Fortess rd, Kentish Town, Fruiterer High Court Pet 
Jec1 Or ec l 

OTTo, woe Cazenove rd, Stoke Newington, Merchant High Court Ord 


R AMSEY, ¥ REDEBICK ARTHUR, Ranelagh rd, Ealing, Wine Merchant Brentford 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Ruse, Guonem, Fan donad @ Photographer Scarborough Pet Nov 29 Ord 


ov 29 
Guaageme, WALTER JAMES, Ramsgate, Tailor Canterbury Pet Nov 30 Ord 

Vv 30 
Gaps. Bs SaMUEL, Balsdean, Sussex, Bee Farmer Brighton Pet Nov 30 Ord 


TURNER, Antuve, Copthall bldngs, E.C. High Court Pet Oct31 Pet Nov 29 
TURNEY, FRED SEYMOUR, Sheffield, Wine Merchant Sheffield Pet Nov29 Ord 


ov ~ 

WAITE, JOHN ARMSTRONG, Maryport, Joiner Cockermouth and Workington 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

WatLsH, YATES, and JosEPH NOBLE, Blackburn, Cotton Manufacturers Black- 
burn Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov30 

WELLINGS, CHARLES HENRY, St James pl, St James st, Gent High Court Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov 29 

WILKINSON, HENRY, Kingsdown rd, Upper Hogowey, Florists’ Material Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 2% 

WitiiaMs, THomas, Llanllechid, Carnarvonshire, ‘oe Labourer Bangor 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dect 

Waageen, ,Epwanp, Shoreditch, Corn Merchant High Court PetNové Ord 


WICcKs, Wirax Joun, Leicester, Stationer Leicester Pet Nov 30 Ord 
Ov 30 
Wontamat, CHARLES WILLIAM, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool Pet Nov 80 
Ord Nov 30 
WITTENMAIR, HENRY, Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 80 


Weer. Joun THomas, New Clee, Grocer Great Grimsby Pet Nov29 Ord 
Nov 29 


The following amended notice is substituted - that published in 
the London Gazette, Nov. 20. 


BAINBRIDGE, JAMES ANDREWS, Durham, Refreshment room Keeper Durham 
Pet Nov17 urd Nov17 


Note.—Re FREDERICK FOLLWELL THOMAS CANNING, Newtown. The Notice of 
Receiving Order Gazetted herein on the 31st July is withdrawn, no Receiving 
Order having been made. 


NOTICE OF RESCISSION OF RECEIVING ORVER,. 


Tompson, Jown, Liverpool, Rock Salt Proprieter Nantwich and Crewe Ord 
‘April 9, 1884 Res Nov 28 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


BAKER, DANIEL, North Warnborough, Hants, Farmer Dec 12 at 11.200 Red 
Lion Hotel, Basingstoke 
BAKER, RIcHARD, Cross lane, E.C., Agent Dec 11 at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


BARNES, GEORGE WILLIAM, Osnaburg st, Regent’s pk, Butcher Dec 11 at12 33, 
Carey «t, Lincoln's inn 

BEALL, » Pont Hpk, Brighton, Cork Cutter Dec 12at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

BENSON, JOHN, Newton with Scales, Lancs, Farmer Deci2at2. Black Horse 
Inn, Preston st, Kirkham 

BoDKER, JOSEPH, Peckham rd, Oarpenter Dec 11 at 2,30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Bonp, JouN, South Benfleet, Essex, Gamekeeper Dec 15 at 10 Shirehall, Chelms- 


ore 
Brooks, THomMAs Henry, Camborne, Cabinet Maker Dec 11 at 12 Off Rec, 
Boscawen st, Truro 
Ceanee, GEORGE, Leicester, Grocer Dec 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
eicester 
Oook, CHARLES ALBERT, Grove park rd, Seven Sisters’ rd, Tottenham, Builder 
Decilatil 16 Room, 30 & 31, St Swithin’s lane 
Dawson, GEORGE, Rotherham, out of business Dec 12 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree 
lane, Sheffield 
Dente, J a, Carlisle, Boot Manufacturer Deci3at12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 
Jarlisle 
EAYRES, GEORGE WALTER, Yerbury rd, Tuffnell pk Dec 13 at 12 33, Oarey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
FoGERTY, WILLIAM ARROWSMITH, Stockport, Varnish Manufacturer Dec 12 at 
10.15 Otf Rec, County chbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
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FRAZER, ae, Holborn viaduct, Commission Agent 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Gazk, GEORGE FREDERICK, Gt Clacton, Essex, Licensed Victualler Dec 14 at | 
10.30 Townball, Colchester j 

GARNER, Harry, Barwell, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer Deci3at3 Off | 
Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

GILBERT, EDWARD CHARLES, Brentwood, Nurseryman Dec 19 at 2 Shirehall, 


Chelmsford 
Chemist Off Rec, 


Grass, URIAH, Bristol, 
Bristol 

Grass, WILLIAM HENRY RICH, Bristol, Chemist Dec 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

GOODALL, CHARLES, Crewe, 


HALMSHAW, JOE, 


Dec 12at 11 33, Carey | 


Dec 19 at 12.30 


Bank chbrs, Corn st, 


Clothier Dec 13 at 11,30 
Dewsbury, Stationer Dec 12 at 3 


Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Batley 
oe a JOSEPH, Hunsingore, Yorks, Corn Dealer Dec 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 


a, RIcHARD, Carlisle, Grocer Dec 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 


HI11, GEORGE F. Dec 11 at 12 33, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 

GEORGE HERBERT, Burlington rd, Bayswater Dec 13 at 11 

incoJn’s inn 

JOHNSON, JAMES, Irlam Moss, nr Manchester, 
Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

JOHNSON, JEFFREY, Chat Moss, nr Manchester, Farmer 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

KENDLE, JOHN, Hamilton ter, High rd, Lower Clapton, Greengrocer 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LEE, GEORGE GRACE, Winslow, Saddler Dec 15 at 11.30 1,St Aldates, Oxford 

Dec 13 at 1.30 King’s 


Maas, Dreck CuRgIsTIAN, Billingshurst, Sussex, Farmer 

Head Hotel, Horsham 
McLovuGHLIN, GEORGE HENRY, Old Broad st, Stock Broker Dec 

Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
——— — Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer Dec 11 at 12 Off Rec, 
ieee O., Bristol, Oilman Dec Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st. 

ris 
Off Rec, Ogden’s 

Dec 


C., Wellington st, Islington 
33, Carey st, 
Off Rec, 
Dec 14 at 11.30 Off 


HviLM 
Li 
Farmer Dec 14 at 11 


Dec 12 at 


18 at 11 33, 


Merthyr 
19 at 12 


PILGRIM, J., cane shester, Brush Manufacturer Dec 14 at 12.30 
chmnbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

RICHARDEON, JAMES BLUNSON, Hartwell], Northamptonshire, 

County Court, Northampton 

ROBERTS, OBED, Tottenham Court rd, Draper Dec 
coln’s inn 

Rossox, RICHARD CARR, Newcastle on Tyne, Millwright 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Suaw, THomas, Gt Bridge, Staffs, out of business 


Farmer 15 at 


12 at 11 933, Carey st, Lin- 


Dec 12 ati11 Off Ree, |! 


Dec 11 at 10.30 Off Ree, 


udley 
Spicgr, SAMSON, Hockley, Essex, Farmer Dec 12at3.20 Shirehail, Chelmsford 
WATKINSON, GEORGE SPENCER, Grimsby, Fish Dealer Dec 12 at 11 Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 
WIcks, WILLIAM JOBN, Leicester, Stationer Dec 14 at 12.30 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


lane, Leicester 
BAKER, RICHARD, Cross lane, E.C., Agent High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 28 
BABBER, JOHN HARRY BLUMBERG, Baroda Lodge, Kew Gardens, out of business 
High Court Ord Nov 29 
BENSON, JOHN, Newton with Scales, Lancs, Farmer Preston 
BESWICK, GEORGE WILLIAM DARLEY, Old Burlington st, Gent 
April 11 Ord Nov 28 
— James, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer 


Off Rec, 28, Friar 


Ord Nov 30 
High Court Pet 


Ord 
Pet Nov 29 


Nottingham Pet Oct 31 


BRADLEY, a Morley, Yorks, Woolen Manufacturer Dewsbury 
Ord Nov 
BRERETON, AUSTIN, Barnard’s inn, Dramatic Critic High Court 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 29 


Ord Nov 28 

CRITCHLEY, WILLIAM, Darwen, Draper Blackburn 

Dixon, JOHN, Carlisle, Boot Manufacturer Carlisle Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

GARNER, HARRY, Barw i Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Novi15 Ord Nov 

Gass, URIAH, Bristol, Cutler and Chemist Bristol Pet Nov30 Ord Dec1 

Gass, WILLIAM HENRY Ricu, Bristol, Cutler and Chemist Bristol Pet Nov 30 

1 


Or ec 
HAnps, ALFRED, High Court Pet Nov 27 
Ord 


Pet Nov 12 


Pet 


New Bond st, Licensed Victualler 
Ord Nov 30 
HARE, = EN, Appledore, Devon, Innkeeper 


Barnstaple Pet Dec 1 


Hampensce, RICHARD, Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


HEWETT, Wu11AM THOMAS, Lower Kingswood, nr Reigate, Grocer Croydon 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 99 
Pet Oct 10 Ord | 


Hinp, THomas WILLIAM, Nottingham, Engineer 
ov 29 
Hirst, JaMEs, Burnley, Hosier Burnley Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
How:z, THomas HESLorE, Broadstairs Canterbury Pet Sept 27 Ord Nov 28 
HUMPHREY, JOHN THOMAS, Leadenham, Lincs, General Dealer Boston Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 30 
JENNS, GEORGE, Workington, 


and Workington Pet Nov 30 
MANBY, AMBROSE, Leeds, Painter Leeds 


we — ———————— —————— ——— aS 


B. H. 8. BOWEN, B.A., LL.B. (First- 
class Honours in Common Law and Equity, 
London University, 1882), Author of ‘‘Outlines of 
Specific Performance,” PREPARES for the Bet 
and Solicitors’ EXAMINATIONS and London Law 
Desrece.— Address, 4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s- 
nn, W.C, 


Nottingham 


Cumberland, Pianoforte Dealer Cockermouth | 
Ord Dec 1 


Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


ROBE 


RESULTS IN 1888, 


Solicitors’ Honours.—One of the Prizemen at the 
June Exam. All Mr. Bowen’s pupils for the Novem- 
ber Final this year passed. Bar Examinations: 17 
sent up, 16 sen 


To Her Majesty, 
the Judicial 


ROBES 
LAW OF DISTRESS AMENDMENT ACT, 1¢88. 
DWARD JAMES GAIRDNER, Land 


mt, Surveyor, and Auctioneer, is authorized 
by = way to le neg oe eae 27, South- 
ampton-o ings, ancery-lane ’.C., and 180, 
Tottenham-court-road, W. 


THE sinatra JOURNAL. 


SHAPLAND, WALTER JAMES, Ramsgate, Tailor Canterbury 
Nov 30 


‘EDE AN D SON, 


So% makers, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Lord Chancellor, the —— of 
Sench, Corporation of 


FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. ” 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY Sowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





~ a Saenaen anencanen —— 


_Dec. 8, 1888, 


MILLER, JOHN Lavinaeron, Newcastle on Tyee, Builder Mowenstle on Tyne 
Pet Noy2 Ord Nov 3 


MILLS, ROBERT, Liverpool, —_ Provision Dealer Liverpool Ord Dec1 


MorkIs, HENRY speetie KEBBY, Eastcheap, Insurance Agent High Court Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Nov 


| Murrow, Harry, i Somerset, Saddler Wells Pet Nov8 Ord Dec1 
| wawear GEORGE WILLIAM, Norwich, Photographer Norwich 
ec 1 


Pet Dec1 Ora 


— zeae, Elham, Kent, Wheelwright Canterbury Pet Nov1 Ord 
ov 


Pet Nov 29 Ord 


ov 

a, ap Rottingdean, Sussex, Bee Farmer Brighton Pet Noy 30 

SIuPson, Teoma PARTRIDGE, Wigan, Millirer Wigan Pet Nov14 Ord Nova 

STOKES, PHOEBE Car “oy yy Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Birmingham Pet 
Nov 28 Ord No 

Tuomas, Eras, and Tronas Cuivers, Locksbrook, nr Bath, Builders Bath 
Pet Oct9 Ord Dec1 

WAITE, JoHN ARMSTRONG, Maryport, Joiner Cockermouth and Workington 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 : 

WASLEY, Harry, Aldershot, Fishmonger Guildford and Godalming Pet Noy 
27 Ord Nov 29 


WATSON, JAMES HARVEY, Manchester, Clothier Manchester Pet Nov 20 Ord 


Kingsdown rd, Upper Holloway, Artificial 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


Labourer Bangor 


NOV ZS 
WILEINSON, HENRY, Florist’s 


Material Manufacturer High Court 
bade 5 Tuomas, Lianllechid, Carnarvon, 
Orc ec i 
WRIGHT, JoHN THOMAS, New Clee, Lincoln, Grocer Great Grimsby 
Ord Nov 29 


Pet Dec 1 
Pet Nov 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


RICKARDS, PoBERT Winps0R, Castlefield, nr Cardiff, Undergraduate 
Adjud Augil Annul Nov i5 


Oxford 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


TooGoop.—Nov. 30, ved Southcott, Wimbledon, the wife of T. Toogood, of New. 
inn, solicitor, of a so 

W ALKER,—Nov. 29, at “Oldfield, near Altrincham, the wife of Thomas Walker, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 


DEATH. 


TREASURE.— Dec. 2, eo Treasure, of Camden-square, N.W., solicitor, formerly 
of the India Office, age 
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